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Current Topics. 


The King’s Remembrancer, 

THERE IS a certain poetic appropriateness in the succession 
of Sir JoHN MACDONELL to the office of King’s Remembrancer, 
which he takes by virtue of the fact that Master MELLOR’s 
retirement leaves him senior master of the King’s Bench 
Division, and, therefore, ex officio entitled to this archaic but 
not obsolete dignity. Master MACDONELL, notwithstanding the 
varied and arduous executive duties which fall upon everyone 
who fills his official post, has found time to fill the chair of Com- 
parative Law in University College, and is a well-known figure 
in the world of jurists and publicists. His name is especially 
associated with the new science of judicial statistics, which surely 
is singularly befitting in one whose future duty it is to keep the 
“King’s Memory.” The department possesses a large juris- 
diction in common law proceedings by way of the English 
Information, or Crown suit in Equity. In these days, in which 
new modes of obtaining revenue from the subject are constantly 
coming into being, Revenue Practice is continually increasing 
and becoming more difficult, so that the office which deals 
with the origination of all equitable proceedings by the law- 
officers for the recovery of duties and taxes is not likely to 


languish from want of work. 


Neutrals in the Mediterranean. 

THE SEIZURE of two mail-steamships belonging to France, a 
neutral Power, by one of the belligerents in the Turco-Italian 
war, is the most important event for neutrals that has yet taken 
place in the war. The situation presents so many possibilities 
that it is useless, from the point of view of international law, to 
go at all thoroughly into it at present. In any case it 1s out of 
the question to dogmatize ever so mildly. The number of alter- 
natives, some mutually exclusive, into which the whole matter 
can be divided, according to the point of view taken, is surprising. 
Is the Declaration of London—although not yet ratified—to be 
taken as determining the relative positions of France and Italy, or 
are its provisions to be entirely disregarded, or does it make any 
difference that the vessels were sailing from one French port to 
another French port, or is the port of departure a negligible 
factor? The seizure of the aeroplane on board the Carthage, 
and the capture of the Turks on board the Manouba, 
would each have constituted a first-class incident, difficult enough 
to settle satisfactorily, had these incidents occurred separately. 
Coming together, they cannot but interact upon each other in 
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such a way as to complicate the situation immensely. With 
respect to the Carthage and the aeroplane, the chief practical 
question is: How will Italy state her grounds of justification for 
regarding the aeroplane as contraband of war? With respect 
to the Manouba and the Turks on board, how will Italy demon- 
strate that the party are, as alleged by her, officers in the 
Turkish army ! 


Points of Interest in the Dispute. 


|charged. The result, doubtless, is the same, but possibly this jg 
|a less invidious way of treating the matter than to say that 
| weight must be given to the client’s evidence rather than to that 
of the solicitor. It is quite fp for effective advice to be 
'given and business transacted away from the office, and in 
| exceptional circumstances the after-dinner hour may furnish 4 
convenient opportunity for such advice ; where this is the case, 
and the client accepts the solicitor’s services, he is, of course, 
entitled:to be remunerated. 


A SUGGESTION has been made that the matter shall be | 


submitted to the arbitrament of the Hague Tribunal. If 
this suggestion is not acted on, how will the two Powers 
settle the dispute? British subjects, lawyers and laymen, 
looking on must necessarily consider the possible result of the 
whole incident, according as its ultimate settlement in favour 
of France or Italy will affect Great Britain favourably or un- 
favourably, and there can be no doubt that the outstanding 
point of interest for us is the fact that the French 
vessels were on the high seas voyaging from one port of 
their own territory to another. This is also the feature in the 
case which will appeal most strongly in interest to the lawyer, 
from its novelty. No such situation appears to be contemplated 
by the Declaration of London, but apart from the fact that the 
voyage in each case was merely from port to port in French 
territory, it would seem to be in the ‘interest of Italy that the 
case should be governed by the Declaration of London. Article 
30 of the Declaration makes the doctrine of continuous voyage 
applicable to absolute contraband. Italy’s difficulty would be of 
course to shew how the aeroplane can justifiably be held to be 
absolute contraband. With respect to the Turks on the Manouba, 
article 47 of the Declaration of London is the only authority 
that can be put forward by Italy in justification of her action. 
This article is one of the new rules embodied in the Declara- 
tion, and, apart from it, international law does not recognize the 
right of a belligerent to stop a neutral vessel on the high seas 
and take anyone from on board her. Whether the Declaration 
of London be called in aid or not, both Powers are governed by 
article 7 of the Hague Convention of 1907 on the Rights and 
Duties of Neutrals, by which a neutral Power is not bound to 
prevent the export or transport, for a belligerent, of munitions of 
war. France would certainly rely on the circumstance of the 
vessels voyaging between her own ports as an 4 fortiori justifica- 
tion of her right to freedom from belligerent interference. 
Fortunately, according to the latest reports, the question is 
likely to be amicably arranged, partly by arbitration. 


After-dinner Advice. 


WHERE THERE is a conflict of testimony, it is naturally 
difficult for a judge to decide where the truth lies, and especially 
so where there is only the evidence of the parties to the dispute ; 
but it is singular that a rule should be laid down binding the 
Court, in cases of a particular class, to prefer the evidence of one 
specified party to that of the other. This, however, has been 
done in regard to questions of retainer arising between solicitor 
and client, and in Crossley v. Crowther (9 Hare, 386), TURNER, 
V.C., enunciated the rule that, where there was a conflict as to 
the authority between the solicitor and client, without further 
evidence, weight must be given to the affidavit against, rather 
than to the affidavit of, the solicitor ; and WARRINGTON, J., has 
treated this as the established rule in the recent case of Re Paine 
(Times, 24th inst.). In that case the circumstances (of which 
we know nothing except from the 7imes report) may have been 
such as to call for clear evidence as to retainer. It appears that 
the solicitor had been employed by the client in certain matters 
in the ordinary way ; but they were on terms of social intimacy, 
and charges were also made in respect of matters arising out of 
after-dinner conversations. These related to a proposed purchase 
of land and to the purchase of shares. The taxing master 
allowed the charges, but the learned judge, applying the above 
rule, held that the retainer, alleged by the solicitor and denied 
by the client, had not been proved. It would seem, however, that 
there is no necessity for a rule stated in the above manner. The 
burden of proving the retainer is on the solicitor, and if his 
evidence is contradicted this is a burden which he has not dis- 


| Personal Service of Notices. 


WHERE SERVICE of a notice is directed by statute or agree. 
ment as a preliminary to some right or liability, personal service 
| may be impracticable on account of the absence of the person to 
be served. It is, accordingly, usual to provide for some other 
method of service, such as the sending of the notice by registered 
post, or leaving it upon the premises to which it relates ; and it 
then becomes a question whether such method is essential, or 
only alternative—in other words, whether the notice is well 
served if, in fact, it comes to the knowledge of the person 
affected, notwithstanding that the prescribed mode of service 
has not been adopted. In Jarvis v. Hemmings (Times, 20th 
inst.), before WARRINGTON, J., last week the point arose with refer. 
ence to service of a notice under section 6 of the Law of Distress 
Amendment Act, 1908. Under that section, where the rent of 
the immediate tenant is in arrear, the superior landlord may 
“serve upon any under-tenant or lodger a notice (by registered 
post, addressed to such under-tenant or lodger upon the demised 
premises),” requiring future payment of rent to be made direct 
to the superior landlord until the arrears are satisfied. In the 
present case the notice had been served on the under-tenant 
personally, and WARRINGTON, J., held that this was good, 
notwithstanding the direction for service by registered post, and 
there is authority for this common-sense view, both as 
regards statutes and agreements. Thus in Walters v. Rumbal 
(Lord Raymond, 53), where a notice before sale of a distress 
was required by 2 Will. & M., session 1, cap. 5, to be served on 
the chief mansion house or other notorious place on the premises, 
it was held that personal service was good. The intent of the 
Act, the court said, was only that the party should have notice, 
and that was effected by personal service better than if the 
notice had been left at the house or other notorious place. And 
more recently in Worthington & Co. v. Abbott (1910, 1 Ch, 588), 
where a covenant in a mortgage of a public-house provided for 
payment on demand in writing left at the public-house, Evr, J., 
held that it was not essential to serve the demand in this way, 
but that effect was given to the intention of the parties to the 
deed by bringing home to the mortgagor that the mortgagees 
were demanding their money. Such provisions are meant to 
meet the case of personal service being impracticable, but they 
do not exclude such service. 


Master Burney. 


THE DEATH of Mr, CHARLES BuRNEY, better known as 
Master BurNEy, will create a feeling of universal regret in 
legal circles, as well as among the large number of friends and 
acquaintances who knew him in private life. Formerly one of 
the chief clerks of the Court of Chancery, he afterwards became 
a Master of the Supreme Court in Chancery He held the 
appointment for thirty-two years, from November, 1577, to 
December, 1909, when he retired on account of failing health. 
The only son of the late Archdeacon BuRNEY, Vicar of Surbiton, 
he was educated at Winchester College and Corpus Christi 
College, Oxford, and afterwards was a member of the firm of 
Paterson, Snow, and Burney until the time of receiving 
his official appointment. Those who practised before him in 
Chancery Chambers will remember him as a man of sound 
judgment and a just mind, who administered justice with 
vigorous power of decision tempered always with a genial 
humour and kindly consideration for the feelings of those before 
him, He was rarely wrong in his decisions, which were seldom 
upset on appeal ; and among the six judges under whom he 
successively worked—including some of the ablest who occupied 








the bench in recent times~-he numbered several friends. He 
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married, in 1867, Rose NicHoLt, the eldest daughter 
of the late Canon NicHoLt, Rector of Streatham, who 
survives him, and he leaves six daughters, of whom three 
are married. He leaves no son, and this is a subject for regret, 
for his death terminates the unbroken line of CHARLES BURNEYS 
who have figured in history, from the “ Musical Doctor” down- 
wards, for over a hundred and fifty years. In unofficial life Mr. 
BURNEY wasastrong churchman and a prodigious worker. He 
was Vicar’s Churchwarden of his parish of St. Mary Magdalene, 
Wandsworth Common, from the opening of the temporary church 
in 1870 until 1891, and again from 1898 to 1910 ; and nowhere is 
his loss more keenly felt than by his fellow-parishioners, among 


whom he lived and worked for nearly thirty-eight years. He wasa | 


yalued contributor to the columns of this journal, and in legal 
literature he was one of the editors of Wilson’s Judicature Acts, 
and on its amalgamation with the Annual Practice became one of 
the editors of that book—a work which he continued down to 
the time of his retirement, twenty-five years later. He was also 
the editor of Daniell’s Chancery Forms, a book which remains a 
standard work on Chancery procedure. Those who possessed 
his personal friendship will remember him for his geniality and 
warmth of affection, and his ever ready sympathy and loyalty. 
The world is poorer by his death. 


Wasp-Sting as an Accident, 

AN INTERESTING Workmen’s Compensation Case was decided 
by Judge MULLIGAN, K.C. at the Downham County Court on 
January 4th (47 L. J. Newspaper, p. 24). A waiter had been 
employed by a caterer in connection with a wedding-feast at 
Shouldham. A dinner was being given to the village residents, 
and the meal was served in a tent. While carrying pastry, 
preserves and jams into the tent, the waiter was stung to death 
by one of a swarm of wasps which had gathered there ; his 
dependants duly claimed compensation under the Act of 1906. 
Obviously the accident arose in the course of the employment ; 


but the question remained as to whether it arose out of it. It is 


now well-settled that the answer to this query depends on whether | 


the risk is one peculiar to the employment, or is merely an 
ordinary human risk which anyone in the locality of the accident 
might suffer, whether or not he was engaged in the particular 
employment to which the sufferer belonged: Kitchenham’s Case 
(1911, A. C. 417). That is, again, a pure question of fact, to 
be decided upon a careful consideration of all the circumstances 
which are the environment and concomitants of the accident: 
Barnes v. Nunnery Colliery, per Lord Loresurn (Times, 
December 12th, 1911). His Honour applied these principles to the 
actual facts of the case before him, and came to the conclusion 
that (1) the deceased was stung on the tongue by a wasp in the 
course of his employment, (2) his death resulted from the shock 
consequent thereon, and, therefore, was an accident, and (3) this 
accident did not result from any common risk from wasps, but 
was due to a special and peculiar risk incident to the employment 
of a waiter at an open-air feast. He therefore found in favour 
of the applicant—a decision which seems to be in accordance 
with the principles which govern this class of cases. 


The Salford Hundred Court of Record. 
PROBABLY, IN course of time, Lord LoREBURN’s reforming 


old Court of Record, the Mayor’s Court of London—to try cases 
where part of the action arises within the jurisdiction ; but a safe- 
guard is introduced to prevent the abuse of this right. Where 
the defendant does not reside within the Hundred, the plaint is 
not to issue without the leave of the court. This salutary 
proviso is taken from the County Court Rules, which require, 
in addition to the leave of the court, an affidavit by the plaintiff 
that the defendant was “ personally present ” within the juris- 
diction when the contract was made. This reform is aimed at 
the abuse of the old right, which so often arose when poor 
| defendants, residing far away, were summoned before the court 
'on a flimsy pretence that some part of the legal cause of 
action occurred there—such as the dating of the contract from 
/an address in Salford. As will be seen elsewhere, a committee 
| has just been appointed to frame rules and orders for regulating 
| the practice of the court and the scales of costs. 





“Object Akin to the Preaching of a Sermon.” 


| WE REPORT elsewhere a quaint case (Attorney-General v. Pelley 
| and Others), in which it fell to PARKER, J., to decide the present 
| destination of the income of a charity, founded in 1580, for the 
application of a fixed sum out of such income in the providing 
weekly of loaves for the poor, and the residue (if any) “to be 
employed for or towards the charges of a sermon once in every 
year, to be made [sic] in the parish church of West Ham.” 
Owing to the increase in the rental of the land devoted to the 
| charity, the residue of income, beyond the fixed sum for loaves, 


| now amounted to rather over £300 a year. It was obvious that 


| this would be a somewhat extravagant fee for a sermon, even by 
|anarchbishop, and the question was, to what object it was to be 
| appropriated? PARKER, J., held that it must be applied, cy pres, 
| to “purposes akin to those of preaching a sermon”; and he 
| directed a scheme for this purpose to be prepared in Chambers. 
| Now, according to the cy pres doctrine, the gift is to be effectuated 
| by moulding it so that, as nearly as possible, the intention of 


| the benefactor may be carried into effect. But what objects can 


| 


| be said to be akin to the preaching of a sermon? “ Preaching,” 





| it appears, is to be distinguished from “ ministration” of the 
Sacraments (Ze Robinson, 1897, 1 Ch. 85), but we are not aware 
of any other definition of the word. The delivery of a course 
‘of lectures on some theological subject would probably come 
| nearest to the preaching of a sermon, if it were not for the fact 
| that a text, taken from Holy Writ, is usually considered as 
essential to a sermon, and would, undoubtedly, be so considered 
by the donor in 1580; and that the preaching of a sermon 
| presupposes the boxing-up of the speaker in a more or less lofty 
enclosure. We shall look with interest for the scheme to be 
| prepared in Chambers, which is to settle “the object akin to the 
preaching of a sermon.” 


| Admissibility of Wife’s Evidence. 
WE RECENTLY referred to some cases under the Criminal 
| Evidence Act, 1898, by which husband and wife are now held 
to be both competent and compellable witnesses for and against 
| each other in certain circumstances, That the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, requires to be supplemented by the addition of further 
enactments to its schedule appears from a recent case in the 
| Divisional Court, where the Act of 1898 was held not to apply. 
| In Director of Public Prosecutions v. Blady (Times, January 19th), 








hand will be laid, one by one, on all the ancient Courts of the magistrate had held the wife’s evidence inadmissible, and had 
Record which still exist largely untouched by the innovations | stated a case. The respondent was charged, on the information 
of the Judicature Acts, and of which the most important are | of his wife, with living on the earnings of the wife’s prostitution. 
the Mayor’s Court, the Salford Hundred Court, the Liverpool | The wife was tendered as a witness, but the magistrate refused 
Court of Passage, the Bristol Tolzey Court, and the Derby Court | to admit her as a witness, and the prosecution apparently broke 
of Record. A few small but not unimportant changes, made|down for want of evidence. The Divisional Court, by a 
by one of last year’s statutes (the Salford Hundred Court of ‘majority (PickForD and Avory, JJ.) held that the 
Record Act, 1911), have practically turned this ancient local| magistrate was right, and that the wife’s evidence was 
court of Record—whose origin is lost in time immemorial | inadmissible. Lusu, J., dissented, and thought the 
—into a modified county court. The jurisdiction of the court | evidence should have been admitted, on the ground that the 
has been somewhat diminished, so that in future it can try no | circumstances constituted an exception to the common law rule 
actions for libel, seduction, or breach of promise. As a com-|as to husband and wife; the wife kere being the only witness, 
pensation, its ordinary jurisdiction in claims for debt or damages | and the offence charged concerning her personally. The majority 
may be extended from £50 to £100, if the Chancellor of the| of the court thought the exception to the common law rule 
Duch of Lancaster chooses to make an order to that effect, | should not extend to the present case, on the ground 
Jurisdiction is also given—as in the case of another anomalous | (apparently) that the offence charged was living on the proceeds 
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of prostitution, which might have meant the prostitution of 
some other woman. It was also held that the Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898, only applied to some, not to all, offences 
under the Vagrancy Act, 1824. It should be added that the 
majority of the court expressed dissatisfaction at having to 
decide as they did. The case illustrates the extreme difficulty 
that exists in successfully “tinkering ” with the law of evidence 
as it affects husband and wife. 


Defects in the Construction of Law Courts. 

THOSE WHO complain of defects in the gonstruction of our 
law courts should remember that similar complaints are common 
enough in the States beyond the Atlantic. In an article in the 
North American Review by Judge Grorce C. Hoit, on the 
inadequate provision for the permanent requirements of the 
established courts, the learned writer observes that the original 
design and arrangement of the building appropriated for the 
purpose of the New York courts are fundamentally and 
irremediably wrong. The Government architect who designed 
it entirely omitted the usual arrangement which should exist in 
all court houses, by which the judges and court officers have 
access to the court houses, and to their own chambers and 
offices, by passages distinct from those used by the public. In 
the present building all the judges and court officers pass between 


their rooms and the court rooms through the general corridor in | 


maintenance of his grandchildren who had become chargeable to 
the Union. The common law, as is well known, creates no obliga- 
tion on the part of the father to support his children. As was 
said by Lord ABINGER in Mortimore v. Wright (6 M. & W. 482), 
“In point of law, a father, who gives no authority and enters 
into no contract, is no more liable for goods supplied to his son, 
than a brother, or an uncle, or a mere stranger would be.” The 
French law, on the contrary, not only requires parents to feed, 
support and maintain their children, but compels the children to 
support their father and mother, and other ascendants who are 
in want. The defects of the English common law are to some 
extent remedied by the poor law statutes, by which the 
| grandfather, equally with the father, is liable, being of sufficient 
ability, to be ordered to maintain his grandchildren who are 
in a destitute condition and unable to work. 











The Effect of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1gtt. 
(1) As to the Right to Light. 
WE ought certainly to welcome anything which tends to fortify 





the person who buys a house hoping to enjoy the amenities of 


the building. Judges habitually, after sentencing a convict, pass | its rooms by the light of day. As the provisions of section 11 


back to their chambers through an angry and weeping crowd of | of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, may be utilized in certain cases 


his relatives, friends, and often perhaps of his confederates. The | to serve this end, it is proposed to point out in this article the 
lighting and ventilation of the building are generally poor, those | extent of the assistance afforded by the new statutory enactment, 


of the rooms in the interior of the court very bad. Many 
rooms, originally designed for purposes for which they are not 
employed, are either too large or too small for uses to which 
they are now put. In our own courts, on the other hand, a 
room not intended for a court now makes the best court in the 
buildings. In the New York court large spaces are wasted, and the 
whole building shews a — absence of any architectural skill or 








and the occasions when that assistance ought to be employed. 
At the outset it is well to point out that, so far as light is con- 


| cerned, there are only two cases where the provisions of the 


section are material. The first is where a purchaser buys his 
house from a vendor who retains the land over which the light 
comes to the windows of the house. The second is where the 
purchaser buys land with the expressed intention, known to the 


capacity in its original design and arrangement. The building | vendor, of building a house with windows overlooking other land 
of law courts has, during the last century, largely increased in all | of the vendor. The principles in both these cases are the same ; 


the principal States of:the civilized world. But the intelligent | 


construction of law courts has made comparatively little progress, 
and is possibly of all departments of architecture the least 
understood. 


Money-lenders as Bankers. 


SECTION 2 of the new Money-lenders Act introduces a much- 
needed reform. Sub-section 1 enacts that “no person shall be 
registered as a money-lender under any name including the word 
‘bank,’ or under any name implying that he carries on banking 
business,” and names of this kind already registered are to be 
removed from the register. Sub-section 2 imposes penalties for 
advertising that the money-lender carries on a banking business. 
Possibly in practice this restriction on the misuse of the word 
“bank” will be found sufficient. But a more general probibi- 
tion against the use of “bank” would seem to be required. 
Indeed, legislation on the lines of the Assurance Companies Acts 
might even be beneficial, and the example of some of the oversea 
dominions might well be followed in legislation with regard to 
banks, The Victorian Companies Act, 1910, contains, in section 
281, several useful provisions. The title of a “ bank” may not 
be assumed by any company that has less than £200,000 
subscribed, and £75,000 paid up, capital. The use of the title 
“bank” is also forbidden to any “person or firm not 
incorporated.” Some such provision as this, with a saving for 
existing ond fide banking Rousse, would do much to suppress 
bogus banks, including those that might escape the net of the 
Money-lenders Act, 1911. A bogus bank may flourish by 
borrowing money on practically no security, as well as by 
lending at exorbitant interest. 


Liability of Grandfather for Maintenance of 
Grandchildren. 
AN ORDER of a rather unusual character was recently made 
by one of the London stipendiary magistrates. It was upon a 





grandfather, and required him to make weekly payments for the 





and as it would be an unnecessary elaboration of the article to 
deal with both of them, we shall concentrate our attention on the 
first case only. 
If the reader refers to section 11 (1) of the Act he will find it 
enacted that 
“Where land having a common title with other land is dis- 
posed of to a purchaser . . . who does not hold or obtain 
possession of the documents forming the common title, such 
purchaser, notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary, may 
require that a memorandum giving notice of any provision con- 
tained in the disposition to him restrictive of user of, or giving 
rights over, any other land comprised in the common title, shall 
‘ be indorsed on some one document selected 
by the purchaser but retained in the possession or power of the 
person who makes the disposition, and being or forming part of 
the common title.” 
It may be as well to remind the reader that unless there is 
a prescriptive right to light, or, as it is now called, a pre- 
scriptive light easement, a man is not entitled to the enjoy- 
ment of the light which may, in fact, come te his windows 
over the land of his neighbour. Eowever unneighbourly the 
act may be, his neighbour may build on the boundary and thus 
block out the windows without incurring a serious 
than the enmity of the owner. When a man buys a house 
with windows deriving light from over his neighbour's land, he 
must, in the absence of a prescriptive right, purchase from that 
neighbour the privilege of using his newly-acquired rooms 
without the necessity of burning artificial light. Those who 
have had practical experience in this matter will agree that this 
is often a dearly-bought privilege. If, however, the adjoining 
land over which the light comes is also the property of the 
vendor of the house, then, in that event, the law does come to 
the aid of the purchaser ; for in this case it implies an obligation 
on the common owner, after he has sold the house, not to 
obstruct the windows. This doctrine was recognized so o— 
ago as 1675 in the case of Palmer v. Fletcher (1 Lev. 122), an 
has never since been doubted. 
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The section of the new Act which we have now under review, 
can only apply to a case where there is a common owner of 
the house and the adjoining land. “If, then,” it may be asked, 
‘the law implies a right to light, why trouble with indorse- 
ment?” To this we would respectfully reply, “ Wait and 
see.” 

Now let us appreciate the true significance and benefit of 
indorsing on a document retained by the common vendor, notice 
of a restriction upon the user of the land which the common | 
vendor retains in his ownership. Such an indorsement will fix | 
subsequent purchasers of the retained land with notice that | 
restrictions have been imposed on that land. In this way | 
provision is made against the upturning of tnat inopportune | 
person, the purchaser acquiring the legal estate in the land | 
without notice of the restrictions imposed on its user. As | 
against this person restrictive covenants for the protection of | 
windows, however carefully they may have been framed with 
the view of securing their perpetual appurtenancy, are wholly 
futile. He may rightfully disregard them if he had no notice of 
them when he acquired his legal estate ; and he may erect what 
buildings he pleases, regardless of the results on his neighbour's 
light—assuming, of course, that, in the meantime, his neighbour 
has not acquired a prescriptive right. It is, obviously, the 
primary object of the section to give opportunities of fixing 
subsequent purchasers with notice, and thereby to reduce the 
vulnerability of mere restrictive covenants. 

The amount of light to which the purchaser would become en- 
titled, under the implied obligation imposed by law on his vendor 
and his successors in title, may not be sufficient for the purchaser’s 
purposes. At most, he would only get an ordinary light ease- 
ment, as defined by the House of Lords in Colls v. Lome and 
Colonial Stores, Ltd. (1904, A. C. 179), which is not a very high 
standard of illumination. If the purchaser requires more, he 
must stipulate for a covenant in the conveyance whereby the 
vendor undertakes, for himself and the owners for the time being 
of the land retained, to abstain from building within a prescribed 
distance from the windows. This is clearly nothing more or | 
less than a restrictive covenant binding the retained land ; but | 
defeasible, nevertheless, by a subsequent purchaser who acquires 
the legal estate in that land without notice of the covenant. In| 
such a case, therefore, the purchaser ought to have recourse to 
the new statute, so as to secure the enjoyment of a standard | 
of light bigher than that which the law would bestow on him | 
by implication. So much for the most obvious occasion when a | 
purchaser ought to procure indorsement. But this does not | 
exhaust all the occasions where indorsement may be desirable, 
as we shail now point out. 

The nature of the implied obligation which the law imposes, | 
as we have seen, when a vendor sells a house overlooking land 
which he retains, has always been a matter of dispute. It can- | 
not be said at the present day to be’ free from doubt whether | 
the obligation is, in theory, based on an implied grant of a right 
ne fucias, or on an implied covenant restrictive of building. If | 
the former view be correct, no indorsement is necessary to 
protect the windows. The right is a legal one binding the land, 
and enforceable against all subsequent purchasers of the land 
whether with notice or not. If, on the other hand, the latter 
view is correct, indorsement is every bit as necessary and desir. 
able as in the case of a mere restrictive covenant not to build | 
within a prescribed distance of the windows. It was said by | 
LiITTLEDALE, J., in Moore v. Rawson (1824, 3B. & C., 332, at p- | 
340), that light is not the subject of actual grant, and that the | 
right to insist upon non-obstruction arises by covenant which the | 
law implies. WATSON, B., in Rowbotham v. Wilson (1857, 8 E. & 
B., 123, at p. 143), laid it down that “ whatever expressions are 
used in some cases referring to grants of light, it is laid down 
that such a grant is only a covenant not to build on the adjoining 
land.” CRESSWELL, J., in the last-mentioned case, clearly stated 
that light was not the subject-matter of a grant. Many other 
authorities of more recent date could be cited in support of the 
same view. Bowen, L.J., Lord LINDLEY and Sir Epwarp FRY 
have always shewn themselves to be of this opinion. On the 
other hand, however, there is an equally imposing array of 
distinguished lawyers who have maintained that the implied 
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obligation to refrain from interfering with light rests on a right 
ne facias. Lord BLACKBURN was always a strenuous exponent of 
this latter view. ‘‘ Why should it be impossible,” he asked in 
the celebrated case of Dalton v. Angus (1881, 6 A. C. 740), * for 
the owner of the adjoining land to grant a right of unobstructed 
passage over it for that light in that course?” “ My brother 
Hayes,” said BRAMWELL, B., in the case of Rowbotham v. Wilson 
(Supra), “said presumed grants of windows were idle fictions 
which ought never to have been invented. Perhaps so, but the 
fact that they were shews that the inventors and everybody else 
supposed that real grants of such a nature would be good.” 
Although the present writer stands pledged to the soundness of 
the latter view, which was shared by Lord SELBORNE and others, 
it must be readily admitted that the question is not free 
from doubt; and that, if the simple act of iadorsement 
remedy the possible invalidity of the implied 
obligation so as to make it enforceable as against a purchaser of 
the legal estate withoat notice, then by all means let indorse- 
ment be made. Indeed, even assuming that the implied 
obligation rests on a grant ne facias, and amounts to the grant 
of a legal easement charging the adjoining open land, and 
enforceable against all purchasers, even those who acquire the 
legal estate in it without notice, still, indorsement means a 
practical benefit to the purchaser of the house, for it will 
diminish the risk of litigation ; and litigation, even from the 
point of view of a successful litigant, isa thing to be avoided. 
Without indorsement there is no record of the right. No record 
is, as a rule, preserved of the state of circumstances which gave 
rise to the implied obligation—viz., the circumstance that, at 
the time of the sale of the house, the vendor retained the adjoin- 
ing open land. This circumstance can only be ascertained 
subsequently, when the land has become severed in ownership 
from the house, by a comparison of the two titles; but a 
subsequent purchaser of the open land has no privity entitling 
him to an inspection of the title to the house. If the latter 
has involved himself in expense in commencing to build on the 
open land, a building which, if completed, would infringe the 
implied rights of his neighbour, he will be much more prone to 
litigate those rights than if he had been forewarned of their 
existence by finding notice of them indorsed on his title. 

The moral to be drawn from the foregoing remarks is this— 
when you buy a house overlooking your vendor’s land, stipulate 
in your contract for the insertion in your conveyance of an 
express covenant by him, on behalf of himself and subsequent 
owners of the adjoining land over which the house derives its 
light, to refrain from obstructing the light coming to your house. 
This will entitle you to indorsement on a document of the 
common title retained by him. Do not leave it to the law to 
imply your right ; fur if you do so leave it, it does not appear, 
from the wording of section 11, that you could claim the right 
of icdorsement; for the implied obligation could hardly be 
construed as a “ provision contained in” your conveyance. 

Finally, it may be added, that it is t;; be regretted that the 
wording of the section is not soclear as might be. In order that 
there may be aright of indorsement there must be a common title. 
Upon the prima jucie meaning of the words employed, it appears 
that the section does not apply to the case where the common 
owner has acquired the house under one title, and the land 
adjoining by another title. It may, of course, be said that the 


| fact of common ownership in one owner creates a common title 


within the meaning of the section ; or that the right of the pur- 
chaser of the house to have recourse, for the purposes of indorse- 
ment, to a document forming part of the title of the adjoining 
land, creates a common title. But the first view does not give 
to the words their more obvious meaning, and the second view begs 
the question. Again, supposing the common owner has acquired 
the adjoining land through a long series of descents and devises, 
in this case there would be no document upon which an indorse- 
ment could be usefully made, so the benefits of the Act would 
not be available. 

We may, however, safely recommend all purchasers, under the 
circumstances we bave mentioned, of house property, to place 
themselves in the position of availing themselves, or if they find 
themselves in that position, then to avail themselves of the privi- 





238 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


& WEEKLY REPORTER. Jan. 27, 1912. 








leges of indorsement afforded by section 11 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1911 ; and we may regard the section as a piece of salutary 
legislation, although judicial interpretation may be needed to rid 
it of some of its obscurity. 








Section 41 of the Trade-Marks 
Act, 1905. 


Section 41 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1903, enacts in a proviso | 
that “Nothing in this Act shall entitle the proprietor of a | 


registered trade-mark to interfere with, or restrain the user by 
any person of, a similar trade-mark upon or in connection with 
goods upon or in connection with which such person has, by him- 
self or his predecessors in business, continuously used such trade- 
mark from a date anterior to the user of the first-mentioned 
trade-mark by the proprietor thereof or his predecessors in busi- 
ness, or to object (on such user being proved) to such person 
being put upon the register for such similar trade-mark in 
respect of such goods under the provisions of section 21 of this 
Act.” 

There has been, we believe, no decision in any reported case 
as to the construction of the word “user” in this proviso, 
although there were dict« in the case of Williams (Limited) v. 
Massey (Limited) (28 K. P. C. 512) by the Vice-Chancellor Leicu 
CLARE. “There are two obvious questions :—first, does 
‘user’ mean user before the date of the registration of 
the proprietor or user at any time? and, secondly, 
what must be the extent of the user in question?” In 
the case above referred to, the plaintiffs were suing 
for an infringement of their registered trade-mark, and tho 
defendants claimed the protection of the proviso, alleging 
that they had used their trade-mark prior to the user of the 
plaintiffs. The Vice-Chancellor held it was established that 
the plaintiffs’ user was in fact prior in date to the defendants’, 
and on this ground te decided in the plaintiffs’ favour; but in the 
course of his judgment he intimated that in his opinion the user 
must be a user prior to the registration, and he further intimated 
his opinion that the user must be a substantial user, and not user 


by the sale of a single piece or very few pieces of goods with the | 


trade-mark on. With regard to the first question, we think 
there can be no doubt but that the “user” referred to in the 
proviso is a user prior to the registration of the trade-mark 
to protect which proceedings have been taken. As to 
the second question, we agree with the Vice-Chancellor 
that the user must be a_ substantial user, and _ that 
the sale of a few articles, with the mark complained of 
on them, is not the user contemplated by the section; but this 
still leaves open the further and more difficult question—What 
isa substantial user? We think that the answer to this question 
must, to a great extent, depend upon the circumstances of each 
particular case. It certainly must not be a colourable user, and 
equally certainly it must be a commercial user—that is, a user in 
the ordinary course of some established trade. The sale of a 
single article with a trade-mark on it could not certainly be held to 
be user; but how many articles must be sold to constitute user 
must depend, to a great extent, upon the nature of the article. 
The sale of three pieces of soap we do not think would be held 
user, but the sale of three large machines might well be held to be 
user. Further, we think it is clear that mere offering for 
sale could not per se be held to be user; but supposing a 
trader manufactures a number of articles, and puts them in 
his shop windows, or even puts them in his warehouse, and holds 
himself out as ready to sell them by price lists, advertisements or 
otherwise, is this a user within the proviso? We incline tothe 
view that it is, although a doubt may be cast upon this view by 


the fact that the language of the proviso is “ continuously used,” | 


which certainly implies that the user on one occasion only would 
not be sufficient. As to what is continuous user for the purposes 
of the proviso, it could not, we think, be held that continuous user 
means user de die in diem, or anything like it; it must mean 
continuous user in a commercial sense, because it frequently 
happens that, without intending to abandon the sale of particular 


goods, a trader is compelled to cease the sale of them for a 
time by force of circumstances. 

It will be noticed that the proviso to section 41 not only pre- 
vents the owner of a registered trade-mark from objecting to the 
use of a similar trade-mark by another who has used it continu- 
ously from a date anterior to the use of the registered trade- 
mark, but a'so prevents his objecting to the registration by that 
other of such simi'ar trade-mark The question whether the 
owner of an unregistered trade-mark is in the same position in 
this respect as the owner of a registered trado-mark, arose in the 
case of the Trade Mark of Southall Brothers and Barelay (Limited) (28 
R. P.C. 481), and was decided in the negative. There the 
applicants for the registration of the word “ Eiderdown” had used 
it as their trade name for toilet powders for twenty years, 
The application was opposed by a man who had used the same word 
for the same goods for five years, and the applization was refused 
by the Registrar. The applicants appealed to the Court, and 
NEVILLE, J., allowed the appeal. He said that if, when the appli- 
cants had made their application, the opponent’s trade-mark had 
been on the register, he could not, under section 41, have opposed 
the registration ; and consequently, if his opposition were to 
succeed, it would follow that his position was better because he 
had not registered, and that although if he had been registered 
he could not have opposed, still, inasmuch as he had not registered, 
he could successfully oppose. NEVILLE, J., stated that in his. 
opinion that would stultify the Act altogether, and he did not 
think that any such result was intended. He held that the 
ground of opposition alleged was not a sufficient ground, and 
that the applicants’ mark ought to be registered. 








Reviews. 


Railway Companies. 


Tas Law or Ratmway Compantrs. Bemnc Aa COLLECTION OF 
tue Acts AND Orpers REtatinc To RatLway CoMPANIES IN 





Great BriraIn AND [RELAND, WITH NOTES OF ALL THE CAsEs 
DrcIDED THEREON. By J. H. Batrour-Browng, K.C., anp H. 5. 
| THropaLp, K.C. Fourtu Epirion by J. H. BALFour-Browne 
|} and Hamiiton Conacnuer, B.A., LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. 

Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The present edition of “Browne and Theobald” includes the 
| statutes passed since the issue of the third edition in 1899, and also 
| several additional statutes of earlier date, such as the Telegraph 
| Act, 1878, and the Companies Clauses Acts, 1888 and 1889. ‘There 
|are now considerably over a hundred Acts of Parliament affecting 
| railways, and they form a body uf law which is most conveniently 

treated by setting out the text of the Acts in chronological order, 
and adding explanatory notes and references to the cases. Fora 
particular part of the law, such as the taking of land under the Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845, this may not be an ideal method of expounding 
the subject ; but taking railway law as a whole, it would be imprac- 
| ticable, perhaps, to deal with it in any other way, and this is the way 
| with which tne profession are familiar in the — work, The 
appendix contains the bye-laws for the use of railways by the public, 
and forms of special contracts of carriage under section 7 of the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act, 1854. The notes on that Act and the Rail- 
| way and Canal Traffic Act, 1858, with reference to facilities, undue 
| preference, and through rates, have been re-written and rearranged, 
and a useful feature is the inclusion of the decisions under the Rail- 
| way and Canal Traffic Act, 1894, on the increase of rates and charges. 
| Considering the magnitude of the interests at stake, it is not surprising 
that cases affecting railways frequently find their way to the House 
of Lords, and among other matters the question of compensation for 
minerals and the right of support to the surface has been before that 
tribunal in Butterknowle Colliery Co. v. Bishop Auckland Industrial 
Co. (1906, A. C. 305) and New Moss Colliery v. Manchester Corpora- 
ion (1908, A. C. 117). The former case affirmed the common law 
right of surface owners to support, where not distinctly taken away 
| by statute, and the latter afkrmed the right of owners to lateral 
support. Still more recently, the construction of the mining clauses 
of the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, has been before 
| the Court of Appeal in London and North-Western Railway Co. Vv. 
| Howley Park Coal Co. (1911, 2 Ch. 97), and it has been held that the 
|clanses apply to lands acquired by voluntary purchase after the 
| expiration of compulsory powers. On another point also—the effect 
| of a notice to treat—there have been interesting decisions. Mercer 
v. Liverpool, &c., Railway Co. (1904, A. C. 461) affirmed the principle 
| that after the notice the Are cannot be so dealt with as to increase 
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the compensation payable, while in Dawson v. Great Northern and 
City Railway (1905, 1 K. B. 260) it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that a claim to compensation under section 68 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, was capable of assignment. These cases are duly neted, | 
and the question of compensation for injury to land is dealt with at | 
length, and a full list of the authorities is given. The scope of the 
work includes the proceedings on private Bills in Parliament, the 


Correspondence. 
Mortgages by Demise. 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—Referring to the valuable article in your last week’s issue, 


taking of lands and the construction of works, the carrying on of the } under the heading “ Mortgages by Demise,” would you be good 


undertaking, the carriage of passengers and goods, and the jurisdic- 
tion of the Railway and Canal Commission. The new edition | 
forms a very full guide to all matters relating to railway law. 





The National Insurance Act, 1911. 


THe ALPHABET OF THE NATIONAL INsuRANCE Act, 1911. By C. G. 
Moran, Barrister-at-Law. 1s. net. Methuen & Co. (Limited). 


This little book is a really useful guide to the provisions of the 
National Insurance Act. It states the provisions of that measure, | 
either in the words used therein, or in clear and untechnical language 
so as to be easily understood by laymen. And it collects together, 
and states under alphabetical headings, all the sections bearing on | 
the same subject—an invaluable help to the student of the Act. | 
Judging from the tests we have applied, the work appears to be | 
very carefully and ingeniously done ;; and considering its small 

rice, it ought to find its way into every solicitor’s office. There are | 
tolerably certain to be heaps of questions arising when the Act 
comes into operation, and it is expedient that every lawyer should | 
know his way through the complicated sections. 





Books of the Week. 


General Average.—The Law of General Average, English 
and Foreign. By the late Ricuarp Lownpes, Average Adjuster. 
Fifth Edition. By Epwarp L. pg Hart, ¥.A., LL.B. (Cantab). 
Barrister-at-Law ; and Grorce Rupert Rupotr, Member of the 
Association of Average Adjusters. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


enough to inform me whether the words “legal term or” should not 
have been inserted before the words “ interesse termini outstanding ” 
| appearing at the end of the paragraph headed “ Second Mortgage by 
| Subdemise” ; and also whether the alteration in the declaration of 
trust suggested in the final paragraph of the article is intended to 
apply to a first mortgage by subdemise or a second mortgage by 
subdemise or both. 
May [I also be allowed to suggest that it would be very useful if 
the cases, 
(a) Where the first mortgage is by subdemise and the second 
mortgage is by assignment ; 
(4) Where the first mortgage is by assignment and the second 
mortgage is by subdemise ; and, 
(c) Where both the first and second mortgages are by assign- 
ment, 
were also discussed ; and also if it were made clear whether a 
statutory receipt endorsed ona building society mortgage of lease- 
holds by subdemise, pursuant to section 42 of the Building Societies 
Act, 1874, would operate to pass an interesse termini. 
Lewes, Jan. 24, ReGinaLp T. BAXTER. 
[We hope to reply to some at least of our correspondent’s queries 
next week.—Ep. S../.] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 








Roman Law.—Historical Introduction to the Roman Law. 
By Freperick Parker Watton, B.A (Oxon.), LL.B. (Edin.), 
Hon. LL.D. (Aberdeen). Second Edition, Revised and Enlarged. 
William Green & Sons. 


Railway and Canal Commissioners.—Reports of 
Cases decided by the Railway- and Canal Commissioners. By 
J. H. Batrour Browne, K.C.; Warrer H. MacnaMara, a 
Master of the Supreme Court ; RatpH Nevitie, LL.B., and W. A. 
Rosertson, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Vol. XIV. of Railway and 
Canal Traffic Cases. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Digest.— Mews’ Digest of English Case Law. First Annual 
Supplement, 1911, containing all the Reported Decisions of the 
~ py Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish and Irish ; 
with a Collection of Cases followed, distinguished, explained, 
commented on, overruled or questioned. By Jon Mews, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Workmen’s Compensation.—Workmen’s Compensation 
Appeals, 1910-1911. A Critical Commentary on the Workmen’s 


Compensation Case Law for the past Legal Year, and brought up | 


to date to the Time of Publication. By C. Y. C. Dawsary, B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Carriage by Railway.—The Law of Carriage by Railway. | 


By Henry W. Disney, B.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Third 
Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


National Insurance Act.—National Insurance Act, 1911. | 


Being a King’s Printers’ Copy of the Act ; and a Reprint of Official 
Explanatory Memoranda relating thereto, bound up with an Index 
to the Act. By W. P. Spens, Barrister-at-Law. The Solicitors’ Law 
Stationery Society (Limited). 

Law Quarterly Review —The Law Quarterly Review. 
Edited by the Right Hon. Sir Freperick Pottock, Bart., D.C.L., 
LL.D. January, 1912. Price 5s. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








In celebration of the coming-of-age this year of the Royal Society of 
Portrait Painters, the Lord Chief Justice, says the Evening Standard, 
made an amusing speech. The pleasure of being painted by a dis- 
tinguished artist, Lord Alverstone said, was not without its alloy. 


The other day a friend of his, looking at his most excellent portrait | 


painted by his distinguished friend Mr. Collier, said, ‘‘ Do you think 
you would like to be as wise as Collier has made you look?” ‘I 


should,’’ replied Lord Alverstone. The friend said, ‘‘ Well, you | 


can’t.”’ 


Re HAYGARTH, WICKHAM v. HOLMES. Joyce, J. 
12th—22nd Jan. 


} Wirt—Liurrations AFTER AN Estate Tart—ReEMOTENESS-— PERPETUITY— 
| Grrr Nor Vestine ImMepiaTeLy at Expiration or Estate Tan—Girr 
Vestine WitTHIn Permitrrep Pertop—VALID GIFT. 
A limitation after an estate tail is not void for remoteness, even 
though the persons entitled cannot be definitely ascertained immedi- 
| ately on the determination of the estate tail, if in the circumstances 
the persons entitled and their shares can all be definitely ascertained 
within the period of a life in being at the time of the testator’s death 
and twenty-one years af ter. 


By his will, dated 12th of December, 1901, Henry William Haygarth 
appointed executors and trustees, and after certain pecuniary and 
specific bequests, devised certain real estate (referred to as tho 
‘Family estate’’) to his trustees and their heirs upon trust for his 
brother Francis for life, and after his death for his children in tail, 
and upon the failure or determination of the said estate tail, upon 
| trust for sale, and to stand possessed of the net proceeds of sale upon 
| trust for such of his five cousins, therein named, as should be living 
| when the said trust for sale came into operation, and if more than one 
in equal shares, for life, and after the death of each of the said five 
cousins who should be living when the direction for sale came into 
| operation, for his or her children, as hé or she should appoint, and 
| failing appointment, in equal shares, and, failing children, as he or she 
should appoint, ‘‘ provided always, and I hereby declare, that if any 
of my said five cousins shall die before the aforesaid direction for sale 
of my family estate shall come into operation, leaving a child or 
children living at the time when the said direction for sale shall come 
into operation, who, being male, shall attain, or shall have attained, the 
age of twenty-one years, or, being female, shall attain, or shall have 
attained, that age, or marry or be married, then and in every such case 
the last mentioned child or children shall take, and if more than one 
equally between them, the share to which his, her, or their parents 
would have been entitled for life in the net proceeds of sale of my 
family estate, if such parent had not died before the direction for sale 
thereof had come into operation.’’ The testator died in 1902; Francis 
| Haygarth, his brother, died, without issue, on the 15th of April, 1911, so 
| that the estate tail then terminated and the direction for sale came into 
| operation. Two of the five cousins were then living, the three others 
having died, one leaving issue, a daughter, still living, but under the 
age of twenty-one years. This summons was taken out by the trustees 
of the will to determine, infer alia, whether the limitations in favour 
of such of the cousins as should be surviving were valid, 
and whether the child of the deceased cousin would, on 
| attaining the age of twenty-one years, or marrying, become 
entitled to the share in the net proceeds of sale of the testator’s 
family estate, which her mother would have taken had she been living 
when the direction for sale came into operation, or whether the pro 
| vision in the will, by which she would become so entitled, was void 
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for remoteness. On behalf of the surviving cousins and the | court had to consider the interest, not only of the tenant for life, but 
daughter of the deceased cousin, it was argued that the | also of the others concerned. He could not remember a case except 
n Re Hope (1899, 2 Ch. 679), in which the application had been 


limitations in their favour, though coming after the estate |i 
tail, were good, because, as it happened, the gift must necessarily | based on the sol interest of the tenant for life. It would not be right 
come into effect within the permitted period—i.e., a life in being at | to sell the heirlooms to increase the income of the tenant for life if 
the testator’s death. and twenty-one vears. In the contrary iuterest it | that course was not also in the interests of those who would come after. 
was argued that a limitation afte an estate tail is only goc d when both | He could not say that succeeding tenants would not be able to live on 
the legal and beneficial interests must vest immediately on the expira- | the estate, and he could not say that merely to increase the income 
tion of the estate tail (/easman v. Pearce, L. R. 7 Ch. 275); and that | necessarily for their benefit.—CounseL, Care, K.C., Beaumont ; 
in this case the estate tail had failed, but the beneficial interests under | ; Clauson, K.C., James. Soricitors, Tyler & Co.; Nicholl, 
the provision could not be determined until the child attained twenty- ty, & Co., Fladgates 

one or married; therefore the limitations were void altogether. Reported by J. B. C. TreeartHen, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Joye E, J . In a considered judgment, sald In this case there is, I 


think, a new point in the Law of iities, not precisely covered by Re SMOLLENS’ TRADE MARK. Eve, J. 19th Jan. 


authority Speaking broadly, the effect of the limitations of the net | ,,, . . 
- Trape-Mark—Motion to Remove—ResPronpent Not To Be Founp 








roc "ec Ss ~ i¢ aT thie té | | a 7 Ti 4 es ite coup > W >] roy St) 

* eee seat ‘. ai ogg: : t the five ‘ —) tag ved rt pe SER VICI NON-USER_ FOR Five Years—Trape-Marxks Act, 1905 (5 
shall be living at the time of the trust for sale coming into operation, Epw. 7, , 15), 8. 57. 

for life. and their children after their decease, and for the children Where the proprietor of a registered trade-mark cannot be found, an 
who, being male hal ttain the age of twenty-one years, or, being application to take the trade-mark off the register, on the ground of 


shall non-user for five years, may be made without service on the proprietor. 





female, attain that ‘ } rry ot such one r more cousins | 

then be dead. The question t » be determined is, what is the effect ot | This was a motion to rectify the register by removing a registered 
these imitations apied with the proviso Phe legal estate in fee 18 | trade-mark from the register, on the ground of non-use1 for five years. 
given to the trustees, and the limitations in favour of the beneficiaries | py, Trade-Marks Act, 1905, s. 37, provides that a registered trade 
are all equit It by the proviso the children of deceased cousins | ark may, on the application to the court of any person aggrieved, be 
siving at the time en the direction for sale comes into oper: pean vere | taken off the register, on the ground that there has been no bond-fide 
not required to attain the age of twenty-one years, or, 11 Temale, tO | user during the five years preceding the application. |The proprietor 
nes the case ld be § verned by Hea mer Pearce (L R. 7 Ch. | pecistered the trade-mark in 1904, and carried on business in Hatton 
okt & because all the shares would be definitel; dete rmined immediately | ¢.)den till 1906. In 1907 he went abroad, and has not since been heard 
om we Ox) 1 of the estate tail, when the direction for s le came | of The question was whether an order could be made in his absence. 
into effect. The question here is whether the difference is material, | The case of Re Ashton (48 W. R. 389) was referred to. 

when, as here, th hildren of deceased cousins who attain the age of | 

twenty-one years, or, being female, attein that age or marry, and 20 | Eve, J.: I am satisfied on the evidence that there has been no 
become lified to take ubject to the preceding estate tail. cannot hond-fide user of the trade-mark for the last five years. The question 
fail to be ascertained within the legal period—viz., a life in being at | 18 ¥ hether I ought to make an order in the absence of the proprietor. 
the testator’s de | twentv-one vears afterwards. The testator | In 1907 he went abroad, and has not since been heard of. It appears 
died in 1902, and Fra: Haygarth in 1910, without issue, so that the that a change of address ought to be registered, but the respondent has 
estate tail then determined, or, rather, there never was any estate tail | mot sent his new address to the registrar. The applicant has taken all 
in existence. 7 f the five cousins were then living, the others being | reasonable steps to ascertain the ‘espondent’s address, but without 
deceased, of whom one left issue, a daughter. still alive and under | success. In these circumstances, I think I ought to treat the respon- 
twenty-one years of é Whether this child. bv attaining the age of | dent as having been served, and I make the order for removal 
twenty-one years, or marryil ll be qualified to take v il neceasari y | CounseL, Kerly. Soricrrors, Brisfows, Cooke, & Carpmael. 

be seen before the expiration of twenty-one years from the death of her | [Reported by S. E. Wrttrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 

mother, who was! ed in the will, and was still living at the death of 

the testator. Under the limitations in question, however events m Re DA COSTA, Deceased. Eve, J. 17th Jan. 

now turn out, it could not possibly happen that, if the persons to take : 

and the shares, to which they would be entitled, were not ascertained | CHARITY—Girt or Lanp—Girt Over—ConpiTION—UNCERTAINTY 


definitely upon the determination of the estate tail, they would not be PERPETUITY. 
t | +} + 





ascert uned withi a period of a life in be g al d twenty-one years A testator gave land to a charity on condition that they published 
from the date « : ' ae 5 death. Under the circumstances of the | annual accounts, with a gift ove r, on default, to such Pp rsons or for 
case, I am unable to ‘ hy these limitations should be objectionablk P eS mn mi a aes poate kould direct 
upon the ground of remoteness. Under the limitation in question the Nels ehol ane gr Raat a gp Re nie ge eager one 
js Rng hl atmo a einer ot setie aE cae aie 1 ‘bly be He ; thi t the gift « er was void, and that the charity was entitled 
é é cou 10l NOW Possibly Be | to the land freed from the condifion. 
uspended bey d the period of a life in being and twenty-one years pe . : ; 
ifter the testator’s decease rhe result is, therefore, that the objections [his was an adjowned summons, taken out to determine the ques 
innot be sustained, and I declare that these limitations are good and | tion whether the trustees of the testator’s will ought to convey the 
valid, and not void on the ground of remoteness.—Counsrn, Brabant, | test itor’s real estate in Australia to the Church of England Collegiate 
for the summons; 7. //. (' n, K.C., and Harman, and Younger, School of St. Peter at Adelaide, Australia, and, if so, whether the 
K.C., and Webs? r the surviving cousins; #. F. Norton. K.C.. and | conveyance ought to be made subject to a condition of forfeiture in a 
Dightca Pollock, for the child of the deceased cousin; Hughes, K.C., | certain event. By his will, the testator gave and devised all his real 
und BF. Beaumont, and J. M. Gover, for per s interested in residue, | estate near Adelaide or elsewhere in Australia, subject to certain life 
Soricrrors, T'ylee & Co.; Metcalf, Hussey, d& Hulbert: Ingle. Holmes, | interests, to the Council of the Church of England Collegiate School 
Son, d&: Pitt; Barnett & Shirer, for Gold, Edwards, & Co., Denbigh: | of St. Peter, at Adelaide, for the general purposes of that institution, 
Le B eur & Oakle Vs | but on the express condition that the council should publish annually 
SReneiied tee TC. Ganesan. Semideoeb ten} | a statement of payments and receipts, and in case default should be 
, , made for six months in the publication of such statement of accounts 


" ead the gift should cease and determine, and should go over and enure for 
Re SEBRIGHT. SEBRIGHT v. BROWNLOW. Warrington, J. the sole benefit of such persons and for such public purposes as the 
18th Jan. | Governor for the time being of South Australia should in writing 


HerirRLoomMs—APPLICATION BY TENANT FoR Lire To Sett—Insurrictency | direct. The testator died in November, 1868, and his real estate in 
or Income—INTERESTS or SucceEDING TENANTS Australia was valued at over £100,000. The Collegiate School was 
7 oe , / the sale of heirl hon the meceeeet te es ited in 1849, and had power to take, purchase and hold land, 
} ; } ; ; - , ‘40 | and in South Australia land may be acquired by a charity under a gift 
penen of the tenant for life untle if mob hewn that it would also : om - A . . : , 
a at Rein ie OB by will. The question raised by the summons was whether the Col- 
fa legiate School was entitled to a conveyance of the land free from the 
The applicant in this adjourned summons was the tenant for life of | condition as to publishing annual accounts. 
an estate, which included twe yictures settled as 1rlooms The . *¢ . ° 
or : 7 ate . ben heirlooms. TI Eve, J., said the gift over was for the sole benefit of such person 
estate included two lansion houses, which were let to tenante. The 7 : ‘ . . 
, ; ad : a or persons and for such public purposes as the Governor of South 
income from the settled property when so let amounted to about £6,000 1: ° a . ° 
. veal T} np! ¢ was a bachelor. livi p lu + ie eal Australia should in writing direct, and the first question was whether 
a y . iT ) 8 ac! or, V at a < », an e ( 1 . -¢ ° e ° 
: ; PI . , s ~~ a a ‘4 | that was a good charitable gift. On the authority of Blair v. Duncan 
encumbered his life estate, but to what extent was not disclosed If ono ; 0 ’ ae ° pa 
the applicant had ul I th rincipal m af t] . (1902, H. C., at p. 48), that was not a good charitable gift. There 
tine | it had « ipiec en cipa ansion house * im 1 iY . . + - . - 
| ise the income trom | was here, therefore, a gift to a charity with a gift over to an 


the settled estate would have been £4,( Vea ich he eaid wa . . . . . 
ake © aie oe oo ae which he said was | object not a charity, and, therefore, the present case did not, fal 
abl l 80 le respondents were the | within the principle of Christ’s Hospital v. Grainger (1 Mac. & G. 


brother of the applicant, who was presumptive success¢ » estate “2 : 
dink the Seachem ah cera, e successor to the estate, | 469). Further, the gift over was too vague: Grimond v. Grimond 
: . (1905, A. C. 124). Then the question was whether the gift to the 
Warrincton, J., said that the applicant “ represented ”’ that neither | Collegiate School was an absolute gift with a common law condition. 


he nor his sucee sors wi uld be able to live on the estate, but he, the | It was clear that the clause was a true common law condition subsequent 
earned judge, could not say that the respondent would not be able | and bad as infringing the rule against perpetuities, as in Re Hollis 
to do so; certainly he would be able to live in the smaller house. The | Hospital (1899, 2 Ch. 540). The gift over was therefore void, and the 


only reason suggested why money was required was that certain repairs | charity was entitled to a conveyance freed from the condition.— 
were necessary to be done. It had often been laid down that the | CounseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and Hewitt; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
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and Schwann; Howard Wright. Sottcrrors, Clarke, Calkin & Son; 
Bristows, Cooke, & Casgned:; Freshfields. 
[Reported by 8. E. Writ1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SALVIN—WORSLEY v. MARSHALL, Eve, J. 17th Jan. 


‘AnnurTy—INTEREST ON ARREARS—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—R.8S.C., 
XV., 62, 63. 


In a foreclosure or redemption action, as between incumbrancers and 
as against the property charged, no interest will, as a general rule, be 
allowed on arrears of an annuity. But in the administration of the 
estate of the grantor of an annuity the creditor in respect of arrears of 
an annuity is in no different position from other creditors, and is not 
excluded from recovering interest on his debt. 

Mansfield v. Ogle (4 De J. & J. 38) explained. 


This was a claim in an administration action for interest on arrears 
of an annuity. The testator, who died in October, 1902, by a deed 
of February, 1897, covenarted to pay to trustees an annuity of £400 
during the joint lives of his brother and his wife by equal half-yearly 
payments. The annuity was paid down to August preceding the 
testator’s death. In July, 1903, an order was made for administration 
of the testator’s personal estate. The Master certified that there were 
due to the trustees arrears of the annuity and a capital sum to represent 
the annuity, and by a further certificate the arrears were found to be 
£2,158 6s. 6d. and the capitalised value of the annuity £9,299 18s. 6d. 
Further arrears accrued after the certificate, but ultimately in 1910 the 
arrears were discharged and the future payment of the annuity was 
provided for. The bulk of the estate had been realized, and after dis- 
charging the sums due to creditors, there was a substantial surplus. 
The action now came on for further consideration. 

Eve, J. : The trustees of the annuity claim interest at 4 per cent. on 
the arrears of the annuity as to such part as accrued due at the date 
of the judgment from that date, and as to such part as accrued due 
subsequent to the judgment from the date when it accrued due, and in 
both cases down to actual payment. The claim seems to be in strict 
accordance with ord. 15, rr. 62, 63, but it is argued, on behalf of the 
pecuniary legatees, who are primarily interested in resisting the claim, 
that there is a general rule that interest is only allowed on arrears of 
an annuity in ‘very exceptional cases, which do not exist here. Apart 
from authority, the existence of such a rule seems to be consonant 
neither with good sense nor sound principle, for it may well be asked 
in what manner does a debt arising out of a covenant to make periodic 
payments differ frcm one founded on an obligation to pay money where 
there is no contract or statutory provision as to interest; and if there 
is no essential difference, why should one be treated as outside and the 
other within the order referred to. On behalf of the legatees, the case 
of Mansfield v. Ogle (4 De G. and J. 38) has been cited as an authority 
for the rule, but, in my opinion, it has no application to the present 
case. The true result of that decision is this, and no more: that in a 
foreclosure or redemption action, as between incumbrancers, and as 
against the property charged, no interest will, as a general rule, be 
allowed on arrears of an annuity. Knight Bruce, L.J., expressly ab- 
stained from stating what his opinion would have been had _ the 
claim been made against the general assets of the grantor, and if the 
case is to be regarded as an authority for the proposition that in the 
administration of the estate of the grantor of an annuity the creditor, 
in respect of the arrears of such annuity, is in a different position from 
other creditors, in that he is excluded from recovering interest on his 
debt, it seems to be quite inconsistent with Zainson v. Lainson (18 
Beav. 7), but I do not so regard it. The rule is a rule applicable to 
different circumstances, and to a wholly different class of action, just 
as was the case in Re Hiscoe (71 L. J.,.Ch. 347). The result is that 
the claim to interest in this case is well founded, and must be allowed.— 
Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and J. G. Wood; Northcote; FE. Ford. 
en, Lee & Pembertons ; Tarry, Sherlock, & King; Geo. Reader 
¢& Co. 


[Reported by 8. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. PELLY AND OTHERS. Parker, J. 
19th and 22nd Jan. 


Cuariry—To Preach a SeRMON—APPLICATION or Cy PRES DoctRINE— 
Scheme sy Cuariry Commisstoners—Distrisutive CHARITIES— 
ELEEMOSYNARY GiFT—INCREASED PROFITS—APPORTIONMENT. 


A gift to distribute a fixed sum weekly in loaves to the poor, and 
“the residue of the profits thereof, if any shall arise or grow out of 
the said premises over and above the said sum of two shillings weekly, 
the same to be employed for or towards the charges of a sermon once 
m every year to be made,’ must be applied, first, in paying the fixed 
sum for the purpose stated, and the residue, regardless of its great in- 
crease, must be applied cy prés to the greabing of a sermon, and 
cannot be apportioned between the two objects. 


This was a summons taken out by the Attorney-General against the 
vicar, churchwardens, and overseers of the parish of West Ham and 
the Solicitor-General, representing the Crown, as the patrons of the 
living. The summons was entitled ‘‘In the matter of the trusts of a 
charity originally founded by a deed dated 10th of March, 1580, and 
made between Nicholas Avenon of the one part and Anthony Bridges 
and others of the cther part, and of a scheme of the Charity 

issioners, dated 25th of August, 1870, made in the 
matter of several charities in the parish of West Ham, and 





asked (1) whether the income of Avenon’s Charity ought to 

applied as to £5 4s. for eleemosynary purposes, and as 
to the balance for ecclesiastical purposes, or how such income should 
be applied; and (2) whether those defendants who were overseers of 
the parish of West Ham or some, and which of them were trustees of 
the charity of or some, and which part thereof; and the summons also 
asked that a scheme might be directed in reference to the charity and 
for the appointment of trustees thereof. The deed conveyed certain 
property to trustees, and directed that, after the decease of a tenant 
for life, the trustees should give and distribute, or cause to be given or 
distributed, weekly for ever upon every Sabbath day in the forenoon 
of the same day, at or in the nether part of the parish church of West 
Ham aforesaid, to and amongst four and twenty of the poor and needy 
folk or persons of the said parish such as, in their judgments, shall seem 
to stand most in need thereof two shillings in loaves of bread for their 
relief, succour and comfort; that is to say, to every of the said four 
and twenty perscns one penny loaf of bread, and the residue of the 
profits thereof, if any shall arise or grow out of the said fixtures over 
and above the said sum of two shillings weekly, the same to be em- 
ployed for or towards the charges of a sermon once in every year to be 
made within the same parish church. The rental of the property con- 
veyed to the trustees by this deed had now greatly increased, and the 
surplus income, after paying the £5 4s., now amounted to a little over 
£300 a year, and accordingly this summons was taken out to determine 
how such income should be applied. A scheme dealing with the distri- 
butive charities of West Ham was prepared by the Charity Commis- 
sioners in 1870, and sanctioned by the court, and Avenon’s Charity was 
one of the charities comprised in the scheme, but there was a question 
whether such scheme, in so far as it dealt with Avenon’s Charity, went 
further than dealing with the £5 4s. given for eleemosynary purposes. 
Up to 1910 the Vicar of West Ham had always received the balance of 
the income of Avenon’s Charity over and above the £5 4s. Od., and had 
applied it for church purposes, but in that year the West Ham Council 
expressed a wish that the income should be applied for eleemosynary 
purposes. Counsel for the vicar and churchwardens contended that 
the surplus income should, on the well-established principle of equity, 
be distributed cy préz to a sermon—i.e., to some purpose as nearly as 
possible akin to the preaching of a sermon, and cited Attorney-General 
v. Solly (1835, 5 L. J. Ch. 5), Attorney-General v. The Ironmongers 
Company (1840, 1 Cr. & P. L. 208, and 1844, 10 Cl. & F. 928, and the 
Weir Hospital Case, 1910, 2 Ch. 100). Counsel for the overseers con- 
tended that Attorney-General v. Solly (ubi supra) had no application 
in the present. case, for here the donor had, in his own belief, exhaus 
the fund. He relied on the Attorney-General v. The Master of Brent- 
wood School & Others (1833, 1 My. & K. 376). He also cited Attorney- 
General v. The Dean and Canons of Windsor (1860, L. R. 8 H. of L. 
269) ; Attorney-General v. Marchant (1866 L. R. 3 Eq. 424); Re Camp- 
den Charities (1881 18 Ch. D. 310 and at p. 323); Clephone et al v. 
The Lord Provost of Edinburgh (1869, L. R. 1 Sc. and Div. 417); 
The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of Beverley v. The Attorney- 
General (1857, L. R. 6 H. of L. 310), and 7'he Mayor of Lyons v. 
Attorney-General of Bengal and Others (1875, 1 A. C. 91), and asked 
to be allowed to incorporate in his argument a passage from Tyssen on 
‘** Charitable Bequests ’’ (1889, p. 245). In the course of the argument 
for the overseers, it was pointed out that the existing parish of West 
Ham comprised only a portion of the area of the parish in 1580, as 
several parishes have been carved out of the original parish since that 
date. In reply, the case of Attorney-General v. Smithies (1883, 2 
L. Jol. Ch. 58) was cited inesupport of the argument for the vicar 
and churchwardens. 


Parker, J., after stating the facts, continued as follows :—In my 
opinion, this is primarily a question of the construction of the deed of 
1580. In the events which have happened, the income of the trust 
property under that deed has enormously increased, and as there is 
more than enough pay for the original anual sermon provided for by 
the deed, according to the well-known doctrine of the Courts of Equity, 
the surplus has now to be applied in a manner which is known as cy 
pres, that is to say, for an object as near akin to the original object as 
possible. Is this a case where the surplus income ought to be appor- 
tioned between the two objects, or ought the whole surplus to be 
applied cy prés to the object of the second gift? In my opinion, it is 
mainly a matter of construction, and it is noticeable that, according to 
the words of the gift, after the gift of the specific sums—i.e., the 
£5 4s. Od.—the ‘residue of the profits thereof, if any,’ is to be 
applied for or towards the charges of a sermon.”’ It is quite clear, to 
my mind, that the testator contemplates that what he is giving for the 
sermon is to be a fluctuating amount, capable of increase or decrease, 
not bearing any definite proportion to the fixed sum given for the poor. 
Under these circumstances, the £5 4s. Od. is a charge on the fund, and 
what is given for the sermon is a fluctuating fund—is, in fact, a true 
residue. I think it follows that the objects are cy prés to the objects of 
the second gift, and, accordingly, there must be a cy prés application, 
not for eleemosynary purposes, but for purposes akin to those of preach- 
ing a sermon, and I declare accordingly that on the construction of the 
trust instrument there is a trust of the income of the charity for the 
payment of a fixed yearly sum of £5 4s. Od. for eleemosynary purposes, 
and the residue is given upon trust for the preaching of an annual 
sermon in the parish church; and having regard to the increase of the 
income of the trust, such part of the income as is not required for the 
preaching of the sermon ought to be called cy prés to such an object. 
I do not adopt the words used in the summons and say “‘ for ecclesias- 
tical purposes,’’ but I leave the purposes to be dealt with in, Chambers. 
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I do not consider it necessary for me to decide the second question, 
because all the existing trustees, if any, will be superseded by the 
scheme when sanctioned, but a difficulty has arisen on the scope of the 
scheme of the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales, which 
was sanctioned in 1870, and which embraced the distributive charities 
of West Ham, including Avenon’s Charity. I am asked to say that 
this scheme, which vested all estates and properties of the charities in- 
cluded in it as the scheme should direct, vested in the official trustee of 
charitable lands the whole of the property of Avenon’s Charity, but in 
view of the words “‘ distributive charities of West Ham,’’ which cer- 
tainly are not appropriate to that part of Avenon’s Charity which deals 
with the preaching of a sermon, and in view of the order for the 
application of the funds of the charities dealt with under that scheme, 
I hold that such scheme only embraces the fixed stm given by Avenon’s 
Charity for eleemosynary purposes. A scheme must accordingly be 
settled in Chambers, and I will allow Mr. Danckwerts’ clients to attend 
on the hearing in Chambers.—Counset, Edward Beaumont, for the 
Attorney-General; Romer, K.C., and Sir Alfred Kempe; Danckwerts, 
K.C., and 7'omlin and Sargeant, for the Solicitor-General. Soricrrors, 
the Solicitor for the Treasury; Mitchell, Lucas & Mitchell; and 
Hillearys. 

orted by L. M. 


[Rey May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Societies. 
The Annual Bar Meeting. 


The annual general meeting of the Bar was held on Thursday in last 
week, in the Inner Temple Hall. Sir R. Frytay, K.C., M.P., took the 
chair, inthe absence of both the Law Officers. The attendance was rather 
larger than usual, amongst those present being Sir Edward Clarke, 
K.C., Mr. W. English Harrison, K.C. (chairman of the Bar Council), 
Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C. (vice-chairman), Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., 
M.P., Mr. Acland, K.C., Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, K.C., M.P., Mr. 
Lancelot Sanderson, K.C., M.P., Mr. G. Cave, K.C., M.P., Mr. Mon- 
tague Shearman, K.C., Mr. W. P. G. Boxall, K.C., Mr. J. Scott Fox, 
K.C., Mr. P. 8S. Gregory, Mr. A. H. Poyser, and Mr. Boydell 
Houghton. 

The Cuatrman, after expressing regret that the Law Officers were 
not able to be present owing to their being so hard worked, referred to 
some of the matters which had occupied the attention of the Council 
during the past year. He said a proposal had been made that the Bar, 
besides having its annual meeting, should hold a conference for the 
discussion of matters affecting the profession, as was done in the 
United States and other foreign countries. He did not know whether 
feeling was ripe for such a proposal, and he did not desire at present 
to commit himself to the expression of any opinion as to the advisability 
of giving effect to the proposal. With respect to the County Courts 
Bill, it dealt with matters of extreme importance and interest to the 
profession, but he did not think there was any likelihood, in view of 
the great press of business which they were promised by the Govern- 
ment, that it would emerge again in the coming session. In his view, 
the profession had reason to be grateful to the Council for the attitude 
it had adopted with respect to the proposed new rules relating to pro- 
ceedings by and against poor persons. Actuated by the best traditions 
of the Bar, the Council had felt themselves constrained to protest 
against the rule proposing that counsel suing or defending for a poor 
person should only receive profit costs or fees in the event of success. 
This protest had been laid before the Rule Committee, and it was 
understood that the matter had not been further proceeded with. The 
proposal in the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill to fix the salaries of the two 
additional Lords of Appeal at £5,000, instead of £6,000 a year, was a 
rather unfortunate one. Such a salary, with no provision for the clerks, 
would, from the pecuniary point of view, render the position of a Lord 
of Appeal less attractive than that of an ordinary judge. He did not 
think that would be right. It was said that the position being one of 
very great dignity, a man need not bother about salary, but a position 
of greater dignity was generally marked by a somewhat higher salary. 
If it was in contemplation to reduce the salary in all future appoint- 
ments, it was rather a mistaken proposal, and, glad as he would be to 
see the Supreme Court of Appeal, the House of Lords, and the Privy 
Council strengthened, he could not be sorry that this particular Bill 
should not have passed into law. 


Mr. Enctisn Harrison moved the adoption of the report, and, re 
ferring to the County Courts Bill, remarked that considering the way 
in which the Bar was being excluded from tribunals now being created 
to deal with the property of his Majesty’s subjects, it was their 
bounden duty to express their opinion clearly upon the proposals of 
the Bill. With regard to legal aid societies, the attention of the 
Council had been drawn to some of a certain character—not such as that 
at Toynbee Hall and other places, he might add—which invited working 
men and women to become members and pay a subscription of 1d., with 
a view to conducting litigation, and the inquiries which the Joint Com- 
mittee had conducted brought them to the conclusion that the constitu- 
tion of some of them presented somewhat unsatisfactory features. 
Finally, Mr. Harrison stated that he had been asked to sit on the 
committee to inquire into the jury system, under the chairmanship of 
Lord Mersey, and he hoped they might improve the existing practice. 





He observed, with respect to the state of business in the King’s Bench 
Division, that owing to the appointment of the two additional judges, 
it was now very much more satisfactory. 

Mr. P. O. Lawrence seconded the motion, which was carried. 

Sir E. CLarke, proposing a vote of thanks to the chairman, said tho 
absence of the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General was due to 
their being cruelly overworked. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Wrirtt1AM Henry Barey, solicitor, has been appointed Town 
Clerk of Taunton, in succession to Mr. G. H. Kite, resigned. Mr. 
Bailey has been deputy Town Clerk and deputy Clerk of the Peace for 
the county borough of Derby for the last eight years. 

Mr. E. C. Watson, Barrister-at-Law (Attorney-General Northern 
Nigeria), has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of 
the Gold Coast. 


Dissolutions. 


Joun Epwarp Hopptne and Ernest James Hamitton Brivcmay, 
solicitors (Hodding & Bridgman), Leicester. Dec. 31. 
[Gazette, Jan. 23. 


Information Required. 


SETTLEMENT ON MARRIAGE OF JOHN PAYNE AND 
HARRIET GRAY.—Wanted, information as to a settlement, or draft 
or copy thereof, executed in the year 1855, on the marriage of John 
Payne and Harriet Gray, late of Clapham, Surrey, who died in 1858, of 
which Jasper Knight, who died in 1891, and George Gray, late of 
Dublin, who died in 1888, were trustees. The settlement was prepared 
in the office of Messrs. Bishop & Son, solicitors, formerly of 23, New 
Bridge-street, London. Information should be furnished to Messrs. 
Ward, Bowie, Porter, & Co., solicitors, 7, King-street, Cheapside, 
London, E.C. 


General. 


The Common Serjeant (Sir Albert Bosanquet, K.C.), was seized with 
sudden faintness while trying a case at the Central Criminal Court on 
Friday, but is stated to have since completely recovered. 


It is stated that Mr. J. A. Green, Town Clerk of Nottingham, has 
written to the Mayor tendering his resignation, and expressing a desire 
to be relieved of the responsibilities of office at the earliest convenient 
date. 


A movement has been started, and is, says the Times, receiving con- 
siderable support, in the county for the removal of the Surrey Assizes 
from Guildford to Kingston. The judges have often complained of 
the inadequate accommodation at present provided, and the Prison 
Commissioners are dissatisfied with the arrangements at Guildford for 
prisoners, warders and witnesses. There is said to be excellent pro- 
vision at the County Hall at Kingston, where there are two courts for 
use at the Surrey Sessions, and the Prison Commissioners have pees 
favourably upon the cells and other arrangements. An Order in 
Council would be necessary before the change could be made. The 
Surrey Assizes were formerly held for many years at Kingston, where 
the old Assize Courts are still in existence. 


We learn from the Law Society's Gazette that the Council of the 
Law Society met on the 3rd, 10th, 17th and 24th of November. Among 
the matters dealt with were the following :—Public Trustee.—A letter 
was read from the Manchester Law Society commenting on the refusal 
of the Public Trustee to accept certificates of solicitors as to the 
identity or continued existence of life tenants or others receiving pay- 
ments from the Public Trustee. Subsequently the Council communi- 
cated with the Public Trustee, who expressed himself willing to meet 
the wishes of the society with regard to the signature of certificates 
as to the continued existence of annuitant beneficiaries, and proposed 
in future that provision should be made for the certificate to be signed 
by a clergyman, justice of the peace, banker, the usual medical atten- 
dant, the solicitor acting in the matter, a commiesioner for oaths, or 
some well-known public official. 


At the Croydon Police Court on the 19th inst., says the Times, John 
Keatinge Homer, of Thornton Heath, with offices at Whitgift-chambers, 
Croydon, was summoned by the Law Society for practising as a soli- 
citor without a certificate, and pleaded ‘‘Guilty.’”’ It was stated by 
the prosecution that at the defendant’s business address there was a 
plate on the door which described him ae a solicitor. He had had a 
certificate, but on the dates in October to which the two summonses 
related he was without one. The proceedings were taken on letters 
addressed by the defendant to a firm of solicitors in respect of a dis- 
pute over a sale. It was stated for the defendant that he -had been 
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anxious to renew his certificate, but had had a difficulty, for he received 
a letter from the secretary of the Law Society saying that it was 
their invariable practice not to grant a renewal to applicants who had 


not satisfied outetanding county court Por On each of the two 
summonses the Bench imposed a fine of £5 and three guineas costs. 


It is announced that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has 
appointed the following committee, under section 13 of the Salford 
Hundred Court of Record Act, 1911, to make rules and orders for- 
regulating the practice of the court, the forms of proceedings therein, 
and the scales of costs :—Mr. R. A. McCall, K.C., the Attorney-General 
of the Duchy (chairman); Mr. John Roskill, K.C., the Judge of the 
Court; Sir G. H. Pollard, M.P.; Sir William Cobbett, and Mr. T. C. 
Gibbons. Mr. F. Hall Taylor, of the Northern Assurance Buildings, 
Albert-square, Manchester, Deputy Registrar of the Court, has been 
appointed. secretary of the committee. 


On the 23rd inst. Mr. Justice Ridley’is stated by the Evening Stan- 
dard to have referred to the proceedings before him last week, when 
he ordered the detention of a solicitors’ clerk because the fees of a 
special jury had not been paid (ante p. 226). His lordship now said 
he ordered the detention of the solicitors’ representative, not with the 
intention of passing any reflection upon the solicitors or their managing 
clerk, but to protect the jury. It now appeared that the clerk thought 
that the action his lordship took was not correct, and his lordship had 
expressed his regret that the clerk should have placed the construction 
upon his action that he had. His lordship went on to say that the 
clerk who was detained had written requesting him to withdraw what 
he said, and threatening an action. He declined to withdraw, although 
he retracted anything which he might have unintentionally said which 
could have been construed into a reflection upon the character of the 
firm of solicitors or their clerk. If there was any intention to raise 
the question whether what he had done was nn © he would be no 
party to it. If his action was wrong, let someone else decide. He 
never had the slightest intention of saying or doing anything to reflect 
upon the character of the solicitors or their clerk, and he thought the 
matter should be allowed to rest there. 


Lord Macnaghten, who completed on the 25th inst. his twenty-fifth 
year of judicial service, enjoys, says a writer in the Globe, the distinc- 
tion not only of being the ‘‘ Father of the Bench,’’ but also of being 
one of the few living lawyers who have refused a judgeship. He 
declined Lord Selborne’s offer of a Chancery judgeship in the early 
eighties—an offer which must have been all the more pleasing to him 
because it came from a Lord Chancellor to whom he was opposed in 
politics. A much higher place in the judicial world awaited him. In 
1887, after he had sat for seven years in the House of Commons as a 
Conservative member for an Irish constituency, he was promoted 
straight from the position of a Chancery leader to that of a Lord of 
Appeal. Lord Macnaghten bore in his forensic days the reputation 
of being the most learned lawyer in Lincoln’s-inn. As becomes an 
Irishman, Lo+d Macnaghten has a pretty wit. Not even the austerity 
of the House of Lords as a judicial tribunal has succeeded in destroying 
it. ‘* Fraud is infinite in variety; sometimes it is audacious and un- 
blushing; so...etimes it pays a sort of homage to virtue, and then it is 
modest and retiring; it would be honesty itself if it could only afford 
it’’—this is the kind of saying with which he is wont to adorn his 
judgments. 


In the City of London Court, on the 19th inst., on the hearing of an 
action by the F.I.A.T. Motor-Cab Co. (Ltd.), against Mr. Arthur 
Steibler, for damage done to one of their motor-cabs on the Ist of 
November in Holborn by one of the defendant’s box tricycles, says 
the Times, the solicitor for the defendant took the preliminary objec- 
tion to the plaintiffs suing that they had not given the necessary 
instructions under seal to their attorney to bring the action. Counsel 
for the plaintiffs said that the company had given a general authority 
to its claims manager under seal to bring and defend claims, but he 
did not think it went far enough, and he did not rely on it. The 
court would have to decide whether the eolicitors acting for the plaintiff 
company were doing so properly. If they were not, it was not a 
matter the defendant could take advantage of. He urged that the 
plaintiff company had ratified the act of the solicitors by supporting 
the case in evidence, and that there was nothing to compel a limited 
company to appoint its solicitors under seal or in any particular way. 
The company had adopted the act of their solicitors. Judge Rentoul 
said the company had ratified their act and that was enough. A 
limited company could do many things without sanctioning them under 
seal, and there were many things which required the seal. He did not 
think the seal was necessary in that case. Even if the present plain- 
tiffs’ solicitors were not acting under the seal of the company—he 
would assume they were not—he did not think the point mattered, ae 
the company had ratified their act. If the Court of Appeal decided 
at any time that companies could only appear by solicitors appointed 
under seal well and good. But in the meantime he must hold that the 
plaintiffs were in the right. 


Rorat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
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ROYAL EXCHANGE 
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The Corporation is vrepared to act as TRUSTEE and EXECUTOR. 
Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary— 

HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 

West Enp BrAncH: 44, PALL MALL, %.W. 














Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoistears 1x ATTENDANCE Ow 


Date Emrreexcy Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
. Rota, No, 2. oyor, Swinrew Eapy. 


Monday Jan. 29 Mr Beal Mr Borrer Mr Goldsshmidt Mr Leach 
Tuesday ......... 70 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Wednesday Goldschmidt Gresvrell Charch Bea! 
Thursday Feb. 1 Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
?nday 2 Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday Theed Churco Farmer Synge 


Dat Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
ate. Wasrineror, NEVILLE. Parkes. Eve. 


Monday Jan. °9 Mr Theed Mr Greswe!! Mr Church Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ......... 30 Bloxam Goldschmid Theed Leach 
Wednesday Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Thursday Feb, 1 Leach Church Farmer Beal 

friday 2 Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Saturday....... 3 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


Jan. 90.—Mesars. 8. Watxer & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, Jan. 20) 

Jan. 31.—Mesare. Beaup & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds, &c. (see advertisement, 
back page, Jan. 20). 

Feb. 1 —Meesrs. H. E, Foster & Cranrietp, at the Mart, at 2: Revorsions, Life 
Policies, Shares. &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb, 7.—Messrs. Epwin Fox, Bousrietp, Buryerrs, & Bappevey, at the Mart, at 2: 
Modern Bui ding (see advertisement, back page, thie week). 

Feb, 13.—Mesers, Tauxe-op & Mastin, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertieement, back page, this week). 

Feb, 27.— Mesars. Daiver, Jonas, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds and Lease- 
hold (see advertisement, back vage, Jan. 20). 

Feb 28.—Mesers. Daniet Suita, Son, & Oaxury, at the Mart: Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 19, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lourrep rm Omanorry. 


AGUA SUJA MINING (Co, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 20, tosend their names and addresses, and parciculars of their debts or claims, 
to Francis Livnc-lot Beard, 11, Ironmouger In, Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton ay, 
solors to the liquidatur. 

CENTRAL ( ARAGE(WORKSOP), LTD(IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
on or befsre Jan 25, to send in their names an! addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Hervert Jowett Watson, 32, Gluman gate, Chesterfield, liquidator. 


M. ErsEen & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up. presented Jan 16, directed to be heard 
Jan 30. Mason & Co, 32, Gresham st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above nimed not later than six oclock in tue afternoon of Jan 29. 

OBEY, SLATER & HARDT LTD —Petn ‘or windmg-up, presented Jan 16, directed to be heard 
Jan 30. Blundell & C., 16, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of 
anpearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Jan 29. 

PREMIER ELECTRIC THEATRE (Higusury), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan. 
11, directe! 'o be heard Jan 380. Caswell, 17, Finsbury circus, solors for the 
petrr. No ice of anpearing must reach the above named not laer than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 29 

RE- RGANISATION ANP CONTROL SYNDICATE, LrD—Petn for winding up, presented 
Jan 15, d rected tc be heard Jan 30. Stallwood, 68, Bisho;sgate, solor for the 

tnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock 
n the afternoon of Jan 29. 
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BY APPOINTMENT. 


GENERAL 


ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, Limirep. 
HSTABLISHED 1885. 


Assets Over as 5a a ae ee 
Claims Paid EXCEFD.. ... a ty ee Savoueon 


CHIEP OFPICES: General Buildings, Perth. 
General Buildings, Aldwych, Strand, London, W.C. 


' FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 

jonds accepted by the High Courts for Receivers and Administrators: Boar 

of Trade for Trustees in Bankruptcy and Liquidators. sasiaitied : 
Bonds also accepted by the Inland Revenue, Excise, Treasury, and other Govern- 

ment Departments. 


CONTINGENCY RISKS. 


Guarantees issued in respect of Lost or Missing Documents, Defective Ti 
Missing Beneficiaries. and ‘ssue Risks. F. NORIE- MILLER, J.P.. General a, 

















STATION FARM BRICK AND TILE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
16 to send their names an? addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
‘ Alfred no Scampton, 28, Market st, Wigan, liquidator. ; 
SUNBEAM BLEACH Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
b-fore Feb 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to A. E. B. Craig, 26, Theobald’s rd, Capon & Smith, Bedford row 
liquidator ; 
TUSTaNOWICR OIL DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD (tN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to send their names a ~ 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Charles Merrett, 41, Finsbury 
sq Clifford & Co, Finsbury pvmt, solors for the liquidator. 
= & eae ag me pe LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
. sen eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb i 
to Cyril F. Entwistle, 11, Acresfield, Bolton, liquidator. eaubiasenns 
B.P.K. a To are required, on or before Feb 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t 
Pinners Hall, Austio friars, liquidator. a ae 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Jan. 23, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lrurrep rm Omanorrr,. 


“ LONSDALE” SutPp Co, LtD—Creditors are required on or before Jan 26, to send th 
’ ‘ . eir 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clai 
2 Mers Dene Liverpool, fiquidator. oe ae 
SIMPLON MANUFACTURING Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required 
on or betore Feb 23, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Matthew Thompson, Midland Bank chmnrs, Cariisle, liquidator. 
ay SSIA a Co, ne are required, on or before Feb 13, to send 
n their names and addresses, and particulars of their deb ; i 
; A. us @ A, Queen of pl liquideror r ts or claims, to Frederick 
VAUGHAN, TURTON ET Cre, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 4th, 
,~ 14 40, Lloyd st, Manchester. Crofton & Co, Manchester, solors for the 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 19, 


UNITED STRONTIA Firms, LtD., BRISTOL. 

WINE AGENCY Co,'LTD. 

N. Mayer & Co. Lrp. 

FRANCO-BELGIAN COTTON FIBRE SYNDICATE, LTD. 
CoRALOIDS, Lip. 

GALICIAN PETROLEUM PROPERTIES, LTD. 

LANCASHIRE AERO CLUn, LTD. 

LONDON AND COUNTIES COMMERCIAL EXCHANGE, LTD, 
Cc. D. C., Lp ‘ 

T. W. THompson & Co (BREWERS), LTD. 

EASTERN OMNIUM Trost. LrD. 

Ross OF MULL GRANITE QUARRIES, LTD. 

X.L. MANUFACTURING Co (ROCHDALE), LTD, 

R. T. Jongs. Lrp. 

GENERAL BANK oF Lonpon, Ltp, 

Omoao. Lrp. 

HALLW0op & Co, Lrp. 

UNIVERSAL INSURANCE, LOAN, AND INVESTMENT Co, LTD, 
T. P. LLoyp Gregnwoop & Co, Ltp. 

BROCK, KIRSTEIN & Co, LD. 

CENTRAL GARAGE (WoRKSOP), LTD, 

INTERNATIONAL PATENTS LTD. 

JANDUS ARO LAMP (CONTINENTAL PATENTS) AND BLECTRIC Co, LTD. 


London Gagette,—Tvusspay, Jan. 23. 
Leek, Lrp. 
A. Morris & Co, Lap. 
JOHN GARLICK, Lrp. 
“ LONSDALE” Sutp Co, Lrp. 
R. Racover, Lrp. 
Kirk's Drvg Stores, Lap. 
4 AUSTRALIA SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ARD AND BULLO' GH (AMERICAN 3 
2 — AND OLIVER, iso. ee 
ON PORTLAND CEMENT Co, LTD, CAMBRIDGE (Amalgamation) 
NORMAN PORTLAND CEMENT Co, LTD, C k ) 
FOREIGN Issux Srmpicats (1008, LED ieee 
SHORBHAM AND LANCING LAND Co, LTD 
soume ©, TROBYAR, Lp. 
} AND SITES DEYELO § 
NEW VIGSNARS | OPPER ee ~ 
EDMUNDS AND SWAITHE COLLIERIES Co Ltp 
RUBBER TANNING SYNi ICATE, LTD. “ty 
puewae COAL EXPLORATION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
RINTING AND STAMP PERFORATING Co, Ltp. 





Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, Jan. 19, 


Cocxszr, Jouw Arravs, Bournemouth, Hants, Solicitor Feb 21 Paterson v Cocker, 
Swinfen Eady, J Eaton, Hournemouth 

Feewaypes, Coartes Batavgst Luis, Wakefield, Solicitor Feb 28 Gillow v Fer- 
nandes. Warrin: ton and Parker, JJ Walker, Wa'ling st 

Mortmsr, Witu1AmM Macxtnson, Great Nelms, Hornchurch, Essex, Architect Feb 27 
Mortimer v Glover, Parker J Taylor, King st, Cheapside 

Rarressvey, Anravus Hewey, Dunsmure rd, Stamford Hill, Provision Merchant 
Feb9 Rattenbury v Rattenbury, a io Chambers Jarvis, Finsbury 

Tatressatt, Rev, Rossrt Witt, B stairs, Kont Feb 17 Ames v Hirst, 
Parker J Weigall, Margate 


we 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 19. 


BaINBRIDGE, ELIZABETH, Haughton le Skerne, Durham Feb 15 Bates, Newcastle 
upon lyne 

BANBURY, GEORGE, Cambridge sq, Hyde Park Feb20 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 

BATEMAN, ANN, Blackpool Feb :6 Gaulter, Fleetwood 

BEAUMONT, JOHN SPENCER, Maltby, Yorks, Baker Feb 20 White, Barnsley 

BECK, Rev WILLIAM JOHN, Weymouth Marl Newman & Co, Yeovil 

BENDY, HARRIETT, Sandwell cres, West Hampstead Mar 9 Munns & Longden, 
Frederick's pl, Old Jewry 

BLADON, EASTER, Southport Feb 23 Woolfenden, Denton 

BLAND, MARY JANE, Manningham, Bradford Feb 1 Neill & Dawson, Bradford 

BOUGHTON, JOHN, Northampton Mar 1 Whitehorns & Law, Buckingham 

BOWDEN, SARAH, Tingewick, Bucks Feb 17 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

BRINKLEY, JULIA KATHARINE, West Monkton, nr Taunton Mar 4 Rooke & Rooke, 


ublin 

BROMFIELD, A FRANCIS WILLIAM, Bangalore, India Feb 29 Robins & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

BROKE, JOHN, Cleckheaton, Yorks Feb3 Clough & Crabtree, Cleckheaton 

CARTER, ELIZABETH, Halifax, Yorks Feb 20 Farrar & Co, Bradford 

CARTER, JOHN, Halifax, Yorks Feb 20 Farrar & Co, Bradford 

CLARIDGE, Lucy, Birmingham Feb20 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 

CORLETT, THOMAS HARTLEY, Stretford, Lancs Feb 20 Boote & Co, Manchester 

—— — Swannington, Leicester, Yeoman Feb3 Dews & Musson, Ashby de 
a Zouc 

CRANE, MARIA, Swannington, Leicester Feb 3 Dewes & Musson, Ashby de la Zouch 

Cusirt, LEWIS HILLS, Intebbe, Uganda, British Kast africa, Government Commissioner 
March 17 Andrew & Co, Great James st, Bedford row 

Ecctgs, JANE HELEN, Buckingham Palace Hotel, Westminster Feb 20 Norman, 
Little College st, Westminster 

FALLOws, HowARD THORPE, Birmingham Feb15 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 

ForsYTH, Jacop DIcKINsoN, Acklington, Northumberland, Farmer Feb 28 Carse, 
Amble, Northumberland 

FREEMAN, WILLIAM GEORGE, Malvern, Worcester Feb5 Whatley, Great Malvern 

GENT, ELEANOR MARY, Clifton pl, Sussex sq Feb 9 Busk & Vo, Lincoln's inn fields 

GEORGE, FRANCES HELEN, Keni worth, Warwick Feb 20 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

G1pes, GEORGE FREDERICK, 37, Southbrook rd, Lee Feb 24 Marchant & Co, Deptford 

GILBERT, CLARA ELLEN, Grove Hall, Bow, Middix Marl Chalinder & Herington, 
Hastings 

GrumMouR, HENRY FRANCIS, Fen ct, Fenchurch st, Tea Merchant Feb 28 Gresham & 
Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Hoa, CuTHBERT, Gravesend, Kent Feb 20 Botterell & Roche, St Mary Axe 

HoaG, MARGARET ELEANOR, Amble, Northumberland Feb 28 Carse, Amble, Northum- 
berland 

HOLDSWORTH, WILLIAM, JP, Wyke, Bradford Feb 20 Farrar & Co, Bradford 

HYDE, MaRY STEWART PATERSON, Chapel en le Frith, Derby Feb15 Bennett & Co, 
Chapel en le Frith 

ISAAC, THOMAS WILLIAM PLAYER, Abingdon, Berks Feb 22 Stone & Co, Bath 

JACKSON, ISABELLA, Fenwick, Yorks Marl Allen, Doncaster 

JEFFERIS, JOHN, Park Hill rd.Croydon Feb 29 Janson & Co, 22, College hill 

J: ssup, JAMES, Knockholt, Kent, Farmer March 1 Bailey & Co, Tonbridge 

JonEs, WILLIAM, Bootle, Lancs Mar 1 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

KAY, CATHERINE, Blackpool Jan 31 Kay, Blackpool 

KUMLIN, GUSTAF WILHELM, Holborn viaduct, Diamond Broker Feb 29 Walker, 
Watling st 

LAMB, THOMAS, Skerton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler Feb 24 Hall & Co, Lancaster 

LATHAM, JOHN HERBERT, Parnell, Auckland, New Zealand Mar1 Andrew & Co, Great 
James st 

LAYTON, FREDERICK AUGUSTUS, Windsor Feb 20 Durnford & Gale, Windsor 

MORLEY, JAMES, Southend on Sea Feb 24 Durrant & Co, 70, 71, Gracechurch st 

OUTLAW, — Pakenham, Suffolk, Farmer Feb 17 Woolnough & Co, Bury St 
Edmunds 

PROSSER, MARGARET, Brecon, Brecknock Feb 28 Everett, Pontypool 

Pye, WILLIAM, Warton, Lancaster Feb11 Saul, Lancaster 

RoBInsoy, BROOKE, Barford House, nr Warwick Feb17 Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 

ROGERS, GEORGE, Newtown, Pontypridd Mar 25 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 

Roots, CecrL1a, Kingston upon Thames Feb 15 Smallpiece & Co, Guiluford 

RYDEN, Mary ELLEN, Blackburn Feb17 Wilson & Co, Blackburn 

Sims, ALFRED, Herne Bay, Kent Mar 7 Everett, Norfolk st, Strand 

SMITH, WILLIAM, Wavertree, Liverpool Mar 20 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

SOPPER, “ ILLIAM, Upper Belgrave st Feb 29 Slaughter & May, Austin friars 

TAPLAY, SARAH ANN, Harrington rd, Leytonstone Feb 17 Pettiver & Pearkes, 
College hill 

TAYLor, EMMA, Asylum rd, Old Kentrd Feb 16 Gibson & Co, Portugal Street bldgs, 
Lincoln's inn 

UNeEtt, ELIZABETH FRANCES LETITIA, Lillington, Warwick Mar8 Moore-Bayley & Co, 
Birmingham 

WALKER, HENRY, Worcester Feb 24 Kirby & Co, The Sanctuary, Westminster 

Way, Capt ALFRED CoTToy, DSO, East Molesey, Surrey Feb 29 Rodgers & Co, Wal- 
brook 

Waits, AILEEN (ErLy) Mary, Southsea Feb 13 Toller & Co, Barnstaple 

WHITTLE, HARRY STEVENSON, Tunbridge Wells, Wholesale Tobacconist Mari Bailey 
& Co, Tonbridge 

WILson, CLIFFORD CARUS, Knowle, Bristol Feb 29 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl 
Strand 

WILSON, ISABELLA JARDINE MITCHELL, South Shields Feb 15 Hannay & Hannay 
South Shields 

WOLSTENHOLME, MARY ANN, Liverpool Mar 30 Norris & Sons, Livi 1 

Woop, PETeR, South Boldon, Durham Feb 20 Storey & Sons, Sunderland 

Woops, Dame CAROLINE, St George's rd, Middlesex Maré Tyler, Vlement’s inn 

Wricat, ELIZABETH, Loftus. Yorks Feb17 Hoggett & ‘tus 

YABSLEY, MaRy, Christchurch rd, Crouch Eud Mar 25 Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs 
Bishopsgate 
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London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 23. 


BARKER, FREDERICK, Barnston, Essex Feb 24 Floyd, Dunmow 
BELL, MARY, Manor Park rd, Harle den Mar 1 _ Brighten & Lemon, Crutched 
r’ 


F 

BERKELEY, GEORGE AUGUSTUS GOODRICH, Belgrave rd, Merchant Feb 20 Gibson & 
Co, Portugal Street bidgs, Lincoln's inn 

Bgst, LypIA, Dawlish, Devon Feb 28 Mote & Son, Gray's inn sq 

BICKERSTAFFE, ROBERT, Blackpool Mar 1 Ascroft, Blackpool 

BLAKEY, GEORGE, Heaton, Newcast.e upon Tyne Feb 26 Smirk & Sparrow, Newcastle | 


upon Tyne 

BREEKS, —— DENISON, Brough, Westmorland Feb 19 Reeves & Co, Old 

st 

BRENTNALL, EDWARD, Nottingham Feb 20 Hooton, Nottingham 

BROCKLEY. WILLIAM SAMUBL, Felixstowe Mar 5 Foord & Son, Eastcheap 

BURT, ALBER’ CHILDS, Weybridge Mar 1 Skewes-Cox & Co, Weybridge 

BUTCHER, EMMA FANNY GEORGINA MORRISON, Springfield rd, Wimbledon Feb 19 
Reeves & Co, Old Broad st 

BUXTON, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Grosvenor gdns Feb17 Dawes & Sons, Birchin In 

CAULFHILD, SOPHIA FRANCES ANNE, Abingdon rd, Kensington Feb 24 Godfray, New 


B st 
CHANCELLOR, JOHN BRANDON, Parkstone, Dorset Feb 23 Trotter & Patteson, Victoria 
8st 


COUCHMAN, CATHERINE, Lee rd, Blackheath Feb 28 Turner & Osborn, Leadenhall st 

CRABTREE, RICHARD, Morecambe Feb 1 Crabtree, Bradford 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, High Holborn, Dairy Agent Feb 5 Fielder & Co, Raymond bidgs 

DOWNER, WILLIAM, Burgess Hill, Sussex Mar 1 Maynard & Smith, Burgess Hill 

EDWARDS, VIOLET, Eaton, nr Tarporley, Chester Mar 2 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

FAULL, MARTHA JANE, Plymouth Feb17 Brian, Plymouth 

FLETCHER, SAMUEL HENRY, Hove, Sussex Feb28 Abbott & Hudson, Fenchurch st 

GRANTHAM, Sr WILLIAM, Lewes Feb 29 Peacock & Goddard, South sq 

HAWKIN, ALLEN, Upper Poppleton, York Mar9 Crombie & Sons, York 

HILL, RicHaRD. Hazlewood, ar T:-\caster, Yorks, Farmer Feb 1 Haigh & Bailey, Selby 

HILL, THoMAS Hupson, Hambleto:. Yorks Febi Haign & Bail y, Ssiby 

HIRsT, ALETHEA, Whymark ay, Green Ins, Wood Green Marl Hulbert & Co 
Brvad st buildings, Liverpool st 

HOWARTH, GEORGE HENRY, West Huddersfie!d, Wholesale Fruiterer Feb 29 Armitage, 

Co, Huddersfield 

JAMES, FREDERICK CHARLES, Musbury, Devon, Baker Feb 14 Rutter & Rutter, 
Wincanton 

JEWILL, Lyp1a, Cardiff. Master Mariner Feb 29 Pethybridge, Cardiff 








JEWILL, WILLIAM, Cardiff Feb 29 Pethybridge, Cardiff 


KNIGHT, EMILY, Minson rd, South Hackney Feb 24 Cook, Broad st bldgs 

LAIRD, HUGH ALEXANDER, Blackheath pk, Kent Mar 15 Coward & Co, Mincing In 

saaee, amg West hill, Highgate, Stock Dealer Feb 24 Masterman & Everington 
ancras in 

LEWES. EDWARD LLANFAIR, Waterloo, Lancs, Clerk to the Bootle Magistrates Feb 29 
Snowball & Co, Liverpoo 

Laneea, Rosina, Brandenburgh rd, Fulham Mar 1 Pothecary & Co, Gresham 

gs 

MARTIN, CHARLES Henny, Alvechurch, Worcester, Farmer Mar 1 Pepper & Co, 
Birmingham 

MARTIN, Rov WALTER WILLASEY, Bath Mar 25 Gill & Bush, Bath 

MEAD, JOHN HENRY, Westbere, ur Canterbury, Cattle Salesman Feb 15 Furley & 
Furley, Canterbury 

MELLOR Rt Hon JoHN WILLIAM, PC, KC, St George’s sq Maril Busk & Co, 
Lincoln's inn flelds 

MONCKTON, ARTHUR, Park rd, Beckenham Marl Payne, Budge row 

a Lo ae Bridgend, Glam, Butcher Feb 20 Stockwood & Williams, 
Bridgen 

——— MARY ELIZABETH POLLARD, Brixham, Devon 

ing st 

PARKER, UVEORGE, Stoke Gifford, Glos, Farmer Mari Meade-King & Co, Bristol 

PRATT, SARAH HANNAH, Hipperholme, nr Halifax, Yorks Marl Riley, Halifax 

a CHARLES ALBERT, Abbey gdns, St John’s Wood Feb 29 Topham, Borough 
digh st 

ROBBINS, FRANCIS, JP, Weston sub |Edge,|Glos Feb 20 Geoffrey & New, Chipping 
Campden 

ROGERS, JAMES MACDONALD, Valletta, Malta, Fleet Surgeon Mar 1 Sheffield & Co, 
St Swithin’'s lo 

SELFE, GEORGIANA, Amesbury, Wilts Mar 25 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 

Souter, Rt Rev JoskrpH Henry, Leamincston Mar 1 Wheble, Leamington 

TANNER, WILLIAM JOHN, Caelston, Torquay Feb 56 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 

fHOMAS, WILLIAM, Tirdeanaw,nr Swanse: Feb 29 James, Swansea 

THRELKELD, WILLIAM, Kirkoswald, Cumberland, Wool Merchant Feb 27 Arnison & 
Co, Penrith 

TODD, CAROLINE, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood Mar 1 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

TOMPSON, WILLIAM, Bury St Edmunds Mar 25 Greene & Greene, Bury St Edmunds 

VALENTINE, RICHARD, Lambeth sq, Lower Marsh Feb 10 Nowell & Rawes, King st, 
Covent Garden 

WILKINSON, ALICE EMMA, Westgate on Sea Feb 20 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 
Gray's Inn 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Liverpool, Master Mariner Feb 7 Thomas & Co, Liverpool 


Feb 26 Satchell & Co, 








Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 


Noox, Faanors Jomn, Carlton, Notts, Painter Nottingham { Caameron, Harry, New Malden, Surrey, Coal Merchant 


Jan 30 at 11.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Jan. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baxenpate, Josera, Daubhill, Bolton, Grocer Bolton 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Berce, Witt1am Hersent, Bolton, Beerseller Bolton 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 : 

Bessect, Purr, Kingston, Surrey, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Nov25 Ord Jan 16 

Bou.ter, Sanam Soputa, Liandeyley, Liandeyley Leo- 
minster Pet Jani7 Ord Jaa 17 

Castie, Daniec, Leamington, Livery Stable Keeper War- 
wick PetJani16 Ord Jan 16 

Cuamviox, Haray, New Malden, Surrey, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 16 ; ‘ 

Cuarmay, Jouw Mitcur1, Jermyn st, Piccadilly High 

«¢Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 16 

Corpock, Joux Rosert, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 17 OrdJanl7 _ ; 

Govoes, Epwarp, Copthall av, Goldsmith High Court 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 ’ 

Hae, Jouw Wit.1am, South Croxton, Leicester, Grazier 
Leicester Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Ham, Henay, Black Torrington, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 

-+.Pet Jan 17 Onl Jan 17 ' 

Hancox, Farpericx James, Penarth, Engineer Cardiff 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 16 

Jacques, Grorce Heasert, Cromer, School Attendance 
Officer Norwich Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Jounstowz, Frepericx J, Belsize av, Hampstead, 
Costumier Brentford Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 17 

Jotiy, A.ragp, Clare, Suffolk, Butcher Cambridge Pet 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 f 

Maccure, Fre>«aick Cavenpisu, Glenmore rd, Belsize 
Park, Hamptead, Military Tutor High Court Pet 
Janlo Crd Jan 15 

Maipex, Jossra, Bridgnorth, Salop, Coal Merchant 
Shrewsbury PetJan15 Ord Jan 15 

Ma.uettr, Evwarp Maret, Oakley rd, South Norwood 
Croydon Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Munwey, ‘Tuomas, Rushden, Northampton Leather Dealer 
Northampton Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 ‘ 

Mokezrowx, Harry, Edenham st, Golborne rd, Kensal Rise, 
Grocer High Court Pet vec15 Ord Jan 17 





Peer, James Henry, Worplesdon, Surrey, Physician 
Guildford Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 17 

Perrott & Co, W H, Leadenhall st, Merchants High 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Jan 17 

Pinsent, Wittiam Hevry, Teignmouth, Brewer’s Assistant 
Exeter Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 13 

Paice, Gores, Bridgnorth, Coach Builder Shrewsbury 
Pet Janis Ord Jan 15 

Rosexsom, Mark, Leeds, Bespoke Tailor Leeds Pet 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Sexton, Agtavre Jous, Farnborough, Southamptoo, 
Stationer Guildford Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

Sours, James Eowaap, Little Hale Fen, Lincs, Farmer 
Boston Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Sowrnsk and Co, Great Portland st, Furriers High Court 
Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Spencer, Taomas, Farperick Georar Seencer, and Jouyx 
Srexogk, Lutheran pl, Upper Lulse hill, Coach- 
builders High Court Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Srapcie, WiLtraM Jouy, Helston, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Tesserman, Hareay Miner, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 
Leeds Pet Jani6é Ord Jan 16 

Tuew, Astavue Henry (senior), Cullercoats, Northumber- 
land Newcastle upon Tyne PetJan16 Ord Jan16 

Taomas, Perer, St Nicholas, Glam, Farmer Cardiff Pet 
Jan 16 Urd Jan 16 

Tuomesos, Jostan Josern, Hastings, Clothier Hastings 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Watvace, Caaaeces, Birmingham, Fruiterer Birmingham 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 15 


Wickuam, Nataciz Coasitte Hewaterre, Southbourne | 


on Sea, Bournemouth Poole Pet Jan 16 Ord 
Jan 16 
Wirnessroox, Josers, Chester le Street, Durham 


Fruiterer Durham Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


tTror, Joux, Norwich, Furniture Broker Jan 29 at1 Off 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
Bessect, Pair, Kingston, Surrey, Stockbroker Jan 3) 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Cuaapmay, Joun Miroast, Jermyn st, Piccadilly Jan 30 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cuayroy, Josera, Denton, Lancs, Builder Jan 27 at 11 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Coorer, Exizapera, Jeffery’s rd, Clapham Jan 27 at 11.30 

Ree, 12a, Mar!borough pl, Brighton 

pe Joxa, Samuat, Liverpool, Draper’s Assistant Jan 30 at 
lt Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Evans, Caances Oncit, Margate, Licensed Victualler Jan 
27 at 12 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Gaze, Jou, jua, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Wholesale Pork 
Butcher Jan 27 at 12 O/ff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Goupee, Epwarp, Copthall av, Goldsmith Jan 31 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hate, Joan Witciam, South Croxton, Leicester, Grazier 
Jan 29 at 12 Off Reco, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hammonp, George Tuomas Ropert, and ALraep Mies, 
liford, Essex, Builders and Contractors Jan 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hayyes, Wicttam Hexay Tuomas, Hanworth rd, Houns- 
low, Builder’s Merchant Jan 29 at 3 Off Rec, 14, 
Bedford row 

Henay, Jouy, Liverpool, Professor of Singing Jan 30 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jackson, Minviez, Porth,Glam Feb 1 at 11.30 St Cath- 
erine’s chmbrs, St Catherine’s st, Pontypridd 

Keraioay, Micaagt, Wigan, Builder Jan 31 at 11 Clar- 
ence Hotel, Wallgate, Wigan 

Lewis, Geosae Tuomas, Bream, Gloucester, Builder Jan 
27 at il Off Ree, 144, Com nercial st, Newport, Mon 

Mac.uds, Faeveriok Cavenvisa, Glenmore rd, Belsize 
para, Hampstead, Military Tutor Jan 31 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Matves, Josera, Bridgnorth, Coal Merchant Fcb 3 at 
1.30 Off Rec, 22, Swanhill, Shrewsbury 


| Mason, Haury Heaseart, Tipton Jaa 29 at12 Off Reo, 


1, Priory st, Dudley 


Moreros, Hagey, Edenham st, Golborne rd, Kensal rise, 


Cuampsrs, Recinacp James, Shadoxhurst, Kent, Farmer | 


Jan 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 


i 


Grocer Jan3iatl° tankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Nicuotsoy, Wiiitam Geoarce,and Henat pe Nevt,Cowley 
mans, Cowley rd, Brixton (As previously gazetted) 
Perrorr ayp Co, W H, Leadenhall st, Merchants Jan 31 
atl sSankruptey bidgas, Carey st 
Pinsent, Witc1am Heyry, Teignmouth, Brewer’s Assistant 
Jan 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, ¥, Bedford cir, Exeter 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MooRnRGatTtz® 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 880. 


STrHRswsaT, LOnNDon, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 ‘Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation, 
Suitabie Insurance Ciauses for inserting in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


on epplication. 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insurance, now covers 


risks in connection with:—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 


; Fidelity Guarantee, Third Party, eto., under a perfeoted Pooling system of Insurance. 


APPhY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Patios, Geoaos, bridgaorth, Salop, Coach Butider Feb 3 
atz Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbary 

Sowiwext avo Co, Great P ettlaad #6, Furriers Jan 31 at 
11,30 Baakruotcy bidgs, Carey st 

Srancen, Taomas, Fasoeaicox Geonos Seances, ani Jova 
Srevcer, Latheron pl, Upper Tulse Hull, Coachbuilders 
Jan 3iatil2 Bankruptcy bidgs, arey st 

Tesseyuas, Haney Micwer, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 
Jan 29ati1 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Tuomrson, Jostan Josera, Hastings, Outfitter Jan 27 at 
12 Off Reo, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Caaaces, Birmingham, Fruiterer Jan 29 at 

Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


WaALtLace, 
12.30 
ham 

Way, ‘(Norman Bawwisten, West Sanniside, Sunderland, 
Solicitor Jan 31 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sua 
derland 

Wickaam, Natatieg Coavitice Henaterre, Southbourne 
on Sea, Bournemouth Jan27at11 Off Rec, Midland 
Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Woop, Samos Agtuve, Smethwick, Staffs, Commercial 
Traveller Jan 29 at 12 -Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Baxenvare, Jossru, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 16 

Beeca, Witttam Heanerr, 
Pet Jani5 Ord Jan 15 

Boucres, Sagan Sorata, Liandegley, Radnor 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Bre, Eawest Stimson, Sheffield, Fancy Draper 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 17 

Castee, Dasint, Leamington, Livery Stable Keeper 
Warwick Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan lo 

Cuarmas, Ckotw Surrox, Porismouth 
Nov2 Ord Jan 16 

Coanvoce, Joux Roeeat, Great Grimsby, Grocer 
Grimsby Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Dawvov, Quamiva, St Swithin’s la High Court 
Oct 3 Ord Jan 15 

Deacon, Faspeutcn, Addlestone, Surrey, Builder 
ton, Surrey Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 16 

Demery, (nomas Luewetys, The Great Northern Hotel, 
King’s Cross High Court Pet July21 urd Jan 16 

Evans, Caaates Ceci, Margate, Licensel Victualler 
Canterpury Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Go.osteis, Natuay, Cricklewood, Middlesex, Hosier High 
Court Pet Decl Orl Jan 17 

Govvos, Eowarp, VCopthall av, Goldsmith High Court 
Pet Jan 16 Orl Jaa 16 

Ham, Heway, Black forrington, Devon, Farmer Barn- 
staple Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Jacques, Geonoe Heasear, Cromer, School Attendance 
Olficer Norwich Vet Jan 16 Ord Jan W 

Jotry, Actrasp, Clare, Suffolk, Butcher Cambridge 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Lewis, Groner Tuomas, Bream, Gloucester, Builder 
Newport, Mon Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 16 

Losewoutn, Haro.v, Lauderdale mans, Maida 
High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Jan 17 

Mactvuse, Farepeaick Cavenpisn, Glenmore rd, Belsize 
Park, Hampstead, Military Tutor High Court Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 15 

Matpes, Joseen, Bridgnorth, 
Shrewsbury Pet Jan 15 

Matuerr, Bowano Matcert, Uakley rd, South Norwood 
Croydon Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Mixsey, Tuomas, Rushden, Northampton, Leather Dealer 
Northampton Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Mort, Lewis Mansa, Waiterton rd, Paddington, Baker 
High Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 15 

Noon, @aanoiu Jouy, Cariton, Notts, Painter 
Pet Jan 160 Ord Jan 16 

Noatos, Dasist, Cheyne court, Chelsea, Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet Jaa? Ord Jan 15 

Pixsent, Wiitiam Henay, Teignmouth, Brewer's Assis- 
tant Exeter Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 

Paice, Gaoner, Bridgnorth, Salop, Coach Builder Shrews- 
bury Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

Rosexnrom, Manx, Leeds, Bespoke Tailor Leeds 
17 urd Jan 17 

Suaw, Leonagp Baarertr, Loampit vale, Lewisham 
Printer Greenwich Pet Dec8 Ord Jan 16 

Sours, James Eowaap, Litcle Hale Fen, Lincs, Farmer 
Boston Pet Janié Ord Jan 15 

Sraxcen, Tucmas, Farpericn Georoe Sreycen, and Joux 
Srencen, Lutheran pl, Upper Tulse hill, Coachbuilders 
High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Brarie, Wittiam Jouy, Helston, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Sway, Aatuur, Stroud Green rd, Hornsey, Undertaker 
High Court Pet Decl2 Ord Jan5 

Tasseyman, Harry Micyer, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 
Leeds Pet Jan 16 Ord Janié 

Tasw, Aatuve Hewaey, sen, Cullercoats, Northumberland 
Newcastleupon Tyne Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 

Tuomas, Peren, Sc Nicholas, Glam, Farmer 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Tuomrson, Jostan Joseru, Hastings, Clothier 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Tiuty, Tom Barvit, Rediand, Bristol, Furniture Dealer 
Bristol Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 17 

Watcace, Cuaaces, Birmingham, Fruiterer Birmingham 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 17 

Wickuam, Natacis Coanitte Havarerre, Southbourne on 
Sea, Bournemouth Poole Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 18 

Wirusaspoon, Joszeu, Chester le Street, Durham, Fruiterer 
Durham Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 15 


Bolton, Boeerseller Bolton 
Leominster 


Sheffield 


Portsmouth Pet 
Great 
Pet 


Kings- 


Pet 


Vale 


Salop, Coal Merchant 


Ord Jan 15 


Nottingham 


Pet Jan 


Cardiff 


Hastings 


London Gazette.—Tuxsvar, Jan. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARNoTr, Georee WILLIAM, Hillsborough, Sh Meld 
Provision Dealer Shetfleid Pet Jan (8 Ord Jan i9 

BARTLETT, AMY JANS, Bristol, School Mistress Bristol 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

BATHE, WILLIAM STANLEY, Purton Mill, nr Swindon 
Miller Swindon Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 





BoORMAN, UBNRY SYDNBf, Bertram rd, Heudon, Caterer’s 
Assistants Barnet Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 2) 

BRisugy, CHartes Balham High rd, Baliam, Licensei 
Victuallers Manager Wandsworth Pet Jan 20 Ord 
Jan 20 

CoeGaN, EDMUND THoMas, St Nicholas, nr Cowbridge, 
Glam, Farmer Cardiff Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM CHARLES, and EpwARD JAMES 
STEPHENSON, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leices- 
ter Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

ESTELLE, SAuUBL, Tottenham Court rd, Lad'es’ Outfitter 
Higu Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 19 

FISHER, FaeoeRtcK, Church ri, Brixton, Foreign Fruit 
Merchant High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

GOLDSTEIN, BARNETT, Petherton rd, Highbury, Traveller 
High Court PetJan 19 Ord Jan 19 

GkEEN, EOWIN GeoRGE, Newbury, Tinman’s Assistant 
Newbury Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Greaory, CHARLES, Aylesbary, Dealer in Horses Ayles- 
bury Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

HERBERT-BURNS, CYRIL GEORGE, Great James ast, Bedrord 
row, Auctioneer High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Jan 19 

Hooper, WILLIAM EDEN, King’s rd, Finsbury Park, 
Journalist High Court Pet Jan2v Ord Jan 20 

Joun, EDWARD ARTHUR, Cardiff, Condiment Manufacturer 
Cardiff Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 

Lows, THOMAS ARTHUR, Brigstock rd, Thoraton Heath, 
Surrey Hosier Croydon Pet Jaa 18 Ord Jan 18 

LUCKHAM, JOHN HENRY, Stoke, Devonport, Cooked Meat 
Salesman Plymouth Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

MARSH, HARRY, Barrow in Furness, Cycle Repairer 
Barrow in Farn-a3 Pes Jan 19 Ord Jaa 19 

Mitpr, W H, Broad Street House High Court Pet Nov 
2 Ord Jan 10 

NICHOLLS, KOBERT CHARLES, Great Yarmouth, Fishing 
boas Owner Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 17 Ord 
Jan 17 

Pariog, {DaAvip Harries, Talley, Carmarthen, Innkeeper 
Carmarthen Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Simpson, WILLIAM HENRY, Wellington, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Shrewsbury PetJan 19 Ord Jan 19 

SMITH, WILLIAM EDWARD,{ Coventry, Builder Coventry 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 20 

THOMPSON, JOHN ALFRED, Coal Exchange, Billingsgate 
Hign Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 18 

THORNLBY, ALBERT, Cockermouth, Printer Cockermouth 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

UNDEKWOoD, ABRAHAM, Leeds, Journeyman 
Leeds Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

VAUGHAN, THOMAS PHILIP, Ampthill, Beds, Licensed 
Victualler Bedford Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

VAUGHAN, WILMoT CHARL&S, Lrafalgar sq High Court 
Pet Decl4 Ord Jan 18 

VIVIAN, EMMA Loussa, Liskeard Plymouth Pet Jan 18 
Ord Jau 18 

WATSON, EDWaRD ALBERT, Herne Biy, Coal Merchant 
Canterbury Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Warner, F P, Christopher st, Fiasoury High Court 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 18 

WILLIAMS, EDWARD Owes, Brighton, Boarding House 
Keeper Brighion Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Youna, GeorGe Eanest, Exmouth, Joiner Exeter Pet 
Jaa 17 Ord Jano 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barnes, Cacti, HAMILTON, Knowle, Bristol, 
Manager Feb 7 at 11.30 vif Ree, Bristol 

BARTLET, AMY JANE, Bristol, School Mistress 
at 12 Off Rec, Bristol 

BATHE, WILLIAM STANLEY, Purton Mill, nr Swindon, 
Miler Feb2 atil Of Rec, 38, Regent cir, Swindon 

BRRCH, WILLIAM HERBERT, Boiton, Peerselier Jan 31 at 
8 Off Kec, 19, Exchange st, solton 

CALVERT, JAcoB, Clayton le Moors, Builder 
3.15 Railway Hovtel, Accrington 

CASTLE, DANIEL, Leamiogton Livery Stable Keeper Jan 
Slat 1130 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry / 

Cooke, Geores, Tactenhall, Chester, Dairyman Feb 2 at 
ll Off Kec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Corpock, JOHN RORERT, Great Grimsby, Grocer Jan 31 
atil Of Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

DAVIES, SARAH ELIZABETH, Colwy . Bay, Denbigh, Builder 
Feb 2at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

DEACON, FREUERICK, Addlestone, Surrey, Builder Jan 31 
at11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM CHARLES, and Epwarp JAMES 
STEPHENSON, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Jan 31 
at4 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

ESTELLE, SAMUEL, Tottenham Court rd, Ladies’ Outfitter 
Feb 2 at 11,30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FISHER, FREDERICK, Church rd, Brixton, Foreign Fruit 
Merchant Feb2 atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GOLDSTEIN, BARNETT, Petherton rd, Highbury, Traveller 
Febl atl Bankruptcy 3, Carey st 

HAM, Henry, Black Torrington, Devon, Farmer Jan 31 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Bristol 

HATTON, ELI ARfHUR, Bathwick, Bath, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 2 at 12 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 

HERBERT-BURNS, CYRIL GEORGE, Great James st, Bedford 
row, Auctioneer Feb 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Hooper, WILLIAM EpEN, King’s rd, Finsbury Park, 
Journalist Feblatil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JACQUES, GBORGE H&RBERT, Cromer, School Attendance 
Otficer Janu 81 atl2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

MALLETT,/EDWARD MALLETT, Oakley rd, South Norwood 
Jan 31 at ll 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Peet, |JAM&S HENRY, Worplesdon, Surrey, Physician 
Feb 2atil.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

ROSENBOM, MARK, Leeds, Bespoke Tailor Jan 31 at 3 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Senrion, ARTHUR JOHN, Farnborough, Southampton 
Stationer Feb 2 at ll 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridges rd 

Scmupson, WILLIAM Heyky, Wellington, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 10 at 11.45 Off Rec, 22, Swanhill, 
Shrewsbury, 


Painter 


Theatrical 


Jan 31 


Jan 31 at 





THEW, ARTHUR HENRY, sen, Newcaste upon Tyne, No 
Occupation Jan 31 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

THOMP:ON, JOHN ALFKED, Coal Exchange, Billingsgate, 
Feb 2 at 1) Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TILLY, fom RAPFFILL, Redland, Bristol, Furniture Dealer 
Jan 31 at 11.45 O7f Rec, Bristol 

UNDERWOOD, ABRAHAM, Leeds, Journeyman Painter 
Feb Lat 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

VAUGHAN, WILMOT CHARLES, Trafalgar sq 
Baukruptecy bldgs, Carey st 

WATSON, WILLIAM, Haslingden, Lancs, Comedian Feb 1 
at 11.15 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Warrney, F P, Christopher st, Finsbury Feb 1 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, EDWARD OWEN, Brighton, Boarding House 
Keeper Jan 31 at 11 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, 


Brighton 

WITHERSPOON, JosEPH, Chester le Street, Dur ‘am, 
Fruiterer Jan sl at 2 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 
land 

WorMALD, J A, Leadenhall bldgs, Company Promoter 
Feb 1 at 1i Bankruptcy bidg:-, Carey at 

YouNG, GeoRGE Ernest, Exmouth, Joiner Jan 31 at 4,15 
Olf Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ARNOTT, GEORGE WILLIAM, Sheffield, Provision Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 20 

BARTLETT, AMY JANE, Bristol, Scnoolmistress 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 19 

BATHE, WILLIAM STANLEY, Purton Mill, nr Swindon, 
Wilts, Miller Swindon Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

BRISLEY, CHARLES, Balham High rd, Balham, Licensed 
Victualle.’s Manager Wandsworth Pet Jan20 Ord 
Jan 20 

CogGaN, EpMUND THOMAS, St Nicholas, nr Cowbridge 
Glam, Farmer Cardiff Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM CHARLES, and EDWARD JAMES 
STEPHENSON, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester 
Pet Jau i8 Ord Jan 18 

GOLDSTEIN, BARNET’, Petherton rd, Highbury, Traveller 
High Court PetJan 19 Ord Jan 19 

GREEN, EDWIN GEORGE, Newbury, Tinman’s Assistant 
Newbury PetJani9 Ord Jan 19 

GREGORY, CHARLES, Aylesbury, Dealer in Horses 
bury Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

HAEBERLIN, FERDINAND ALBERT WEBSTER, Ennismore 
gdns, Queen’s Gate HighCourt Pet Nov 30 Ord 
Jan 19 

HAMBLING, WILLIAM GsoRGE ATTNEAVE, Reading, 
Architect Reading Pet Dec 16 Ord Jan 19 

HANCOX, FREDERICK JAMES, Penarth, Engineer Cardi? 
Pet Dec 3) Ord Jan 19 

HENOCHSBERG, MAURICE JULIUs, Buckley rd, Brondes- 
bury, Pict.re Dealer High Court Pet Sept 11 Ord 
Jan 19 

Hooper, WILLIAM Epy,. King's rj, Finsbury Park, Jour- 
nalist Hig: Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Huaues, EDWARD TALFOURD,New Eltham,Solicitor Green- 
wich Pet Nov 29 Ord Jan 19 

JOHN, EDWARD ARTHCR, Cardiff, Condiment Manufacturer 
Cardiff Pet Jan19 Ord Jan lg 

LEONARD, May, Welisway, Bath Salisbury Pet Nov 30 
Ord Jan 20 

LUCKHAM, JOHN Henry, Stoke Devonport, Cooked Meat 
Sa'esman Plymouth Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

MARSH, HARRY, Barrow in Furness, Cycle Repairer 
Barrow in Forness Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

PERROTT, WILLIAM HENRY, Leadenhall st, Merchant 
High Court Pe; Nov 17 Ord Jan 20 

Price, Davip Hararixs, Talley, Carmarthen, Innkeeper 
Carmarthen Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

RICHARDSON, REUBEN, Walsall, Tailor Waisall 
9 Ora Jan 16 

SENIOR, ARTHCR JOHN, Farnborough, Southampton, 
Stationer Guildford Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 18 

Srmpson, WILLIAM HENRY, Wellington, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Shrewsbury Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

THORNLEY, ALBERT, Cockermouth, Printer Cocker- 
mouth Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

UNDERWOOD, ABRAHAM, Leeds Journeyman Painter 
Leeds Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19.- 

VAUGHAN, THOMAS PHILIP, Ampthill, Beds, Licensed 
Victualler Bedford Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 19 

Vivian, EMMA Louisa, Liskeard Plymouth Pes Jan 18 
Ord Jan 18 

WATSON, EDWARD ALBERT, Herne Bay, Coal Merchant 
Canterbury Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

WILLIAMS, EDWARD OWEN, Brighton, Boarding House 
Keeper Brighton Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 

Youna, GeoRGEe ERNEST, Exmouth, Joiner Exeter Pet 
Jan i7 Ord Jan 17 


Feb 1 at 12 


Bristol 


Ayles- 


Pet Jan 


LONDON (GUARANTEE AN 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIV#RS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for CO3TS in Actions where security 
is ordered to given, by the Buard of Trade for 
OFFIVIALS uoder the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances. 

HEAD OFFICE :—42-45, New Broad Street, B.C, 
West End Office ; 61, St. James’s Street, 8.W, 














